- —— \ -~y

Y

. § !
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ‘ 229065

(€D ST4p
0‘\\ P@@

N3 REGION2 A
3 M ¢ 290 BROADWAY | o EG A
%V - NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866
S pﬂo“ﬁo . -
CDEC 27 g
' ACTION MEMORANDUM

'SUBJECT: Request for Author‘izati‘(.)n fo} z; .CERCLA Removal Action at the Jewett White
Lead Company Site, Staten Island, Richmond County, New York o

FROM: Kimberly Staiger, On-Scene Coordinato
' Removal Action Branch

TO: - Walter E. Mugdan, Division Director
~ Emergency and Remedial Response Division

THRU: ‘Joseph D. Rotola, Chiéf @
o Removal Action Branch

Site ID No.: "A218
I.  PURPOSE

The purpose of this Action Memorandum is to request and document approval of the selected
non-time-critical removal action described herein for the Jewett White Lead Company Site
(“Site™), located at 2000-2012 and 701 5 Rlchmond Terrace, Staten Island Rlchmond County,
New York.

The U,S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) has determined that a response action is
appropriate and hereby proposes that a removal action should be taken at the portion of the Site
located at “2000-2012 Richmond Terrace” herein after referred to as the “PRC property”. Such
action shall be performed under the removal authority pursuant to Section 104(a) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended
(“CERCLA”), 42 U.S.C. Section 9604(a), and Section 300.415 of the National Contingency Plan -
(“NCP”), 40 Code of Federal Regulations (“CFR”) Part 300.
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The remaining portion of the Jewett White Lead Site will be addressed in a separate removal
-action after the completion of additional removal assessment activities at 2015 Richmond
Terrace and adjornmg properties. :

EPA has determined that a sufficient planning period exists before site activities for this action
must be initiated, and accordingly, this response will be conducted as a non time-critical removal
action. Site characterization investigations indicate thatthe wastes and soils located on the
Perfetto Realty Corporation (“PRC”) property contain hazardous substances. Lead is present at
the property at levels that pose a threat to public health, welfare, and the environment. Therefore,
EPA has determined that a non-time-critical removal action is appropriate‘to abate, prevent,
minimize, stabilize, mitigate, or eliminate these threats. Specifically, actions will be undertaken
to restrict or disassociate human exposure to the contaminated areas at the property, and to
prevent or minimize the migration of hazardous substances released at the property to the area
soﬂs sedrment surface water, and groundwater. o :

This Action Memorandum, if appr'oved, will authorize a total project ceiling of $1,374,000, of .
this an estimated $1,109,000 comes from the Regional :Advize ef: Allowance. This funding is
necessary to provide for the sampling, analysis, excavation, stagrng,treatment and disposal of
lead contammated soil and waste present on the PRC property

This Site is not on the National Priorities List (“NPL”) and-there are no natlonally 51gn1ﬁcant or
precedent-setting issues associated with this removal action. :

II. . SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND

A.. Site Description:
1.  Removal Site Evaluation (‘RSE”)

In December 2008, EPA and contractor representatives from the Removal Support Team
collected soil samples from 16 test pits at the PRC property that were excavated to a depth of
approximately four feet below grade. Many of the test pits were found to contain either

_ blackened soil, concrete in the form of slabs and/or footings, asphalt, bricks, or wood. The
analyses of the soil samples collected from the test pits included target analyte list (“TAL”)
metals and polychlorinated biphenyls (“PCBs”). Off-property samples were Collected from four
locations along Richmond Terrace in order to determme if contammatlon had migrated from the

property.

The analytlcal results from the samphng event in December 2008 at the property revealed the.

presence of elevated levels of lead throughout most of that property, both laterally and with

depth. The average surface lead concentration was 5,081 milligrams/kilogram (mg/kg). The

highest lead concentration detected at the surface was 37,100 mg/kg, near the gate on Park

Avenue. The average lead concentratlon in the soil samples collected at depths of 1 foot 2-foot,
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and 3-foot below grade were 28,245 mg/kg, 61,201 mg/kg, and 53,398 mg/kg, respectively. The
highest lead concentration detected in the subsurface was 240,000 mg/kg. In addition, the four
off-property sample locations were found to contain lead concentrations ranging from 383 mg/kg _
to 2,760 mg/kg '

Analytical data collected at the PRC property indicated that elevated levels of lead are present
and activities at the PRC property could potentially cause the soils to become airborne or to
migrate beyond the PRC property boundary during dry weather conditions. In addition there is
physical evidence that soil had migrated beyond the PRC property boundary onto a portion of
Richmond Terrace via runoff during rainfall events and onto Park Avenue via vehicular traffic
leaving the PRC property.

At EPA’s request, the New York State Department of Health (“NYSDOH”), under cooperation
with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (‘ATSDR”), prepared a Letter of
Technical Assistance dated March 25, 2009. The NYSDOH concluded that the apparent -

. . migration of lead-contaminated dust warranted immediate mitigation measures to limit the use of

the PRC property to prevent additional migration of lead-containing fugitive dust. It concluded
that the concentrations of lead detected in the surface soil at the PRC property and the off-

. property road dust represent a significant publlc health concern if people, espe01ally children, are
exposed to them.

On April 6, 2009, at EPA’s request and under EPA oversight, the owner of the PRC property -

- initiated an interim removal action to stabilize conditions at the PRC property. The interim
removal action completed on April 20, 2009 established a grass cover on the lead-contaminated
soils to limit the migration of wind-blown lead dusts from the PRC property onto neighboring
residential properties. In addition, a silt fence was installed along the PRC property lines to
prevent surface water runoff containing lead-contaminated soils/sediments from being

" transported off the property onto the adjacent sidewalks. While these measures temporarily limit
the exposure threat, permanent measures are needed to eliminate the potential for future human
exposures to soils contaminated with high levels of lead on the former Jewett White Lead Site.

Lead is a CERCLA designated hazardous substance as defined in Section 101(14) of CERCLA,
42 U.S.C. § 9601(14). The hazardous substances identified in the soil at the Site constitutes a
“release,” as defined in Section 101(22) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(22). The Slte is deﬁned
as a facility under Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. § 9601(9).

- Conditions at the Site meet the criteria established under Section 300.415(b) of the NCP for
undertaking a CERCLA removal action. Factors from the NCP Section 300.415(b)(2) that
support conducting a removal action at the Site are discussed below. -



2. Physical location

The Jewett White Lead Site consists of the historic footprint of the former Jewett White Lead

- Company facility and the extent of contamination which includes the 1.07-acre parcel of land
locatéd at 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace and the approximately 4.41-acre parcel of land located
at 2015 Richmond Terrace (of which, approximately 2.25-acres are not covered by the surface
waters of the Kill Van Kull). Investigation of the extent of contamination at the Site is -
ongoing. The 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace portion of the Site, which is the subject of this -
Action Memorandum, is bordered to the north and east by Richmond Terrace, to the south by an
abandoned elevated railroad line, and to the west by Park Avenue. The 2015 Richmond Terrace -
portion of the Site (owned by Moran Towing Corporation) is bordered to the east by a shipyard.
. facility, to the west by Cable Queen, a New York submarine contracting company, to the horth
by the Kill Van Kull (a body of water which is a tributary of the New York Harbor), and to the
south by Richmond Terrace. The two portions of the Site are separated by Richmond Terrace, . .
the main’ roadway running east-west parallel to the Kill Van Kull. Richmond Terrace has been an
active roadway since the early nineteenth century, and many of Staten Island’s first industries
were established on what is now called Richmond Terrace but was orlgmally named Shore

Road.

The Site is located on the north shore of Staten Island in the Port Richmond area: Many of Staten
Island’s first industries were established along what is now called Richmond Terrace. The Kill
Van Kull is less than 0.25 miles from the Site. The area around the Site is a mix of light

- industrial, commercial, and residential. Barge transport and shipyard facilities are situated to the
north and east of the Site adjacent to the Kill Van Kull. A millwork facility and a dry cleaner are .
* located on Park Avenue across the street from the Site. A residential neighborhood commences .
just south of the elevated railroad line and one block west on Port Richmond Avenue. The
nearest residence is located approximately 100 feet south of the Site. New York City MTA Bus
Stops are located on both Richmond Terrace and Park Avenue.

The area within one mile of the Site can be characterized as residential with heavy

concentrations of industrial and manufacturing use along the waterfront. The Site is located
within the Port Richmond section of the Borough of Staten Island, New York. Located along the -
North Shore of Staten Island, the neighborhood is defined by the Kill Van Kull to the north, the.
Bayonne Bridge and MLK Expressway to the west, Forest Avenue to the south, and Broadway to
the east. Port Richmond is an economically distressed community, with the Borough’s second-
lowest median household income, the second-highest poverty rate, and the highest concentration
of houses constructed in 1939 or earlier in Staten Island.

In 2009, EPA selected Port Richmond, and the adjoining neighborhoods along the north shore of
Staten Island, as a nationally-designated Environmental Justice Showcase Community. The )
Environmental Justice Showcase Community effort brings together governmental and non-
governmental organizations and pools their collective resources and expertise on the best ways to
address local env1ronmenta1 challenges in more effective, efﬁc1ent and sustainable ways.

4 .
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Because the North Shore of Staten Island contains many abandoned, contaminated, and regulated
properties along the waterfront, EPA, in consultation with key community members and state
and local environmental and public health agencies, is seeking to develop a community-based
environmental health strategy for the area. '

3. Site characteristics

Historically, John Jewett & Sons White Lead Company operated a white lead manufacturing -
facility which originated at 2015 Richmond Terrace where it owned and operated the Site from
1839 until 1890. White lead was formerly used as an 1ngred1ent for lead paint. Lead was added
to paint to speed drymg, increase durability, and resist corrosion from moisture.

On April 3, 1890, National Lead and Oil Company of New York (“Natlonal Lead”) acquired the
Site' property. National Lead continued the manufacture of white lead at the Site, and extended
the operatlons across the street to include the 2000 Richmond Terrace property National Lead
owned-and operated at both Site properties until approximately 1943.

~On December 31, 1943, the Moran Towing Corporatlon acqulred the 2015 Richmond Terrace

portion of the Site from National Lead. This portion of the Site is presently owned by the Moran
Towing Corporation an active tug boat facility.

On May 31, 1946 National Lead sold the portion of the Site located at 2000 Richmond Terrace:.
Between 1949 and 1990, various businesses operated at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace
property including Sedutto’s Ice Cream factory. The buildings on this portion of the Site were
eventually razed and cleared in the late 1990s after several fires occurred at Sedutto’s

. Ice Cream factory. The 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property was eventually sold at auction by

the City of New York on January 26, 2007 to Leewood Park Avenue LLC which subsequently
sold the property to Perfetto Realty Corporation on October 18, 2007.

The 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property, presently owned by Perfetto Realty Corporation, is
an unpaved vacant lot that was being utilized as a staging/storage area for construction-related
materials. The ground surface at this portion of the Site consists of mostly grassy soils with some
stone near the entrance. The soils had been dlsturbed in the past due to the presence of heavy
machinery and vehicular movement.

The property owner completed an interim removal action to stabilize conditions at the PRC
property in April 2009. This removal action is described in Sectlon II.B of this Actlon
Memorandum. : ~

4. ‘Release or threatened release into the envrronment ofa hazardous substance, or
pollutant, or contaminant

The following hazardous substances have been identified at the Site:
o 5 .



Substances Identified -Statutory Source for Designation as a Hazardous Substance
Lead - Clean Water Act (“CWA™) § 307(a) ‘

This hazardous substance is acutely and chronically toxic. The effects of lead are the same
whether it enters the body through breathing or swallowing. The main target for lead toxicity is
the nervous system, both in adults and children. Long-term exposure of adults to lead has
resulted in decreased performance in some tests that measure functions of the nervous system.
Lead exposure may also cause weakness in fingers, wrists, or ankles. Lead exposure also causes
small increases in blood pressure, particularly in middle-aged and older people, and may also
cause anemia. At high levels of exposure, lead can severely damage the brain and kidneys in
adults or children and ultimately cause death. In pregnant women, high levels of exposure to lead
may cause miscarriage. High-level of exposure in men can damage the organs responsible for
sperm production. ‘ '

The Department of Health and Human Services (“DHHS”) has determined that lead and lead
compounds are reasonably anticipated to be human carcinogens based on limited evidence from
studies in humans and sufficient evidence from animal studies, and the EPA has determined that .
lead is a probable human carcinogen. The pathways for release of these materials into the
environment include potential airborne release and the potential for migration of contamination
into the surface water and groundwater. Numerous events could trigger releases, but the chief
concerns at the Site are w1nd dispersion of lead-contaminated dust and runoff of contammated
rainwater.

Lead is a cumulative poison where increasing amounts can build up in the body eventually
reaching a point where symptoms and disability occur. Particularly sensitive populations are
women of child-bearing age, due to the fetal transfer of lead, and children. Cognitive deficits are
associated with fetal and childhood exposure to lead. An increase in blood pressure is the most
sensitive adverse health effect from lead exposure in adults. Effects on the kidney, nervous
system and heme-forming elements are associated with increasing blood lead concentrations,
both in children and adults. Other symptoms include: decreased physical fitness, fatigue, sleep
disturbance, aching bones, abdominal pains, and decreased appetlte '

The relationship between soil lead concentrations and the consequent impact on blood levels in
children has been studied through numerous epidemiological studies. Based on these
epidemiological studies, it is generally believed that persistent exposure to soil-borne lead results
in an increase in blood lead levels (in children) of 1 to 9 ug/dl per 1,000 ppm lead in soil.
Although this relationship may become less robust as exposure durations decrease and soil lead
levels increase, it nonetheless provides compelling evidence of the potential lead hazard
associated with the excessive lead concentrations found in the soil at the Site. .




)

Analytical data collected at the PRC property indicated that elevated levels of lead are present,
and activities at the property could potentially cause the soils to become airborne or to migrate
beyond the property boundary durmg dry weather conditions. The NYSDOH, undeér cooperation
with ATSDR, prepared a Letter of Technical Assistance dated March 25, 2009, that concluded
the apparent migration of lead-contaminated dust warranted immediate mitigation measures to
limit the use of the PRC property to prevent additional migration of lead-containing fugitive -
dust. In addition, the NYSDOH determined that the concentrations of lead detected in the surface -
soil at the PRC property and the off-property road dust represent a 51gn1ﬁcant pubhc health
concern if people, especmlly chlldren are exposed to them ,

In response to the EPA’s findings, the owner of the PRC property initiated an interim removal
action to stabilize conditions at the PRC property with EPA oversight. While these measures
temporarily limit the exposure threat, permanent measures are needed to eliminate the potential
for future human exposures to soils contammated with high levels of lead on the former J ewett
White'Lead property.

5. NPL Status |

e

6. | Maps, Pictures, and Other Graphlc Representatlons -

Site ﬁgures are included in the followmg attachments Attachment A contains an illustration of
the historic footprint of the Jewett White Lead manufacturmg plant, Attachment B contains a
diagram of the conceptual site model, Attachment C contains a groundwater elevation map, and
Attachment D contains an isopach map indicating the concentrations of lead present at depth on
the Site. Additional maps, figures, and tables are 1ncluded in the January 2011 Engmeermg
Evaluatlon/Cost Analysis (“EE/CA”) . ‘

B. ‘j’Oth‘er Actions to Date

1. " Previous actions

EPA was initially notified of the existence of the Site in the 1980°s. However, the Site'address
was incorrectly reported and EPA could not locate the Site. Since the Site could not be found, the
investigation was closed and no further actions were taken by EPA at the Site, at that time: '

On June 3, 2008, the Council of the City of New York submitted a request to EPA to conduct a
review of the Site based on complaints from local residents. In December 2008, EPA conducted
soil sampling at the PRC property. The analytical results from the sampling event in December
12008 at the PRC property revealed the presence of elevated levels of lead throughout most of that
property, both laterally and with depth. Based upon the elevated levels of lead present in the
surface soils, EPA requested that the current property owner initiate an interim removal actionto .

.‘7



| prevent the migration of lead contaminated soil onto neighboring properties.

The interim removal action completed by the current property owner on April 20, 2009
established a grass cover on the lead-contaminated soils to limit the migration of wind-blown
lead dusts from the PRC property onto neighboring residential properties. In addition, a silt fence
was installed along the PRC property lines to prevent surface water runoff containing lead-
contaminated soils/sediménts from being transported off the property onto the adjacent ‘
sidewalks. While these measures temporarily limit the exposure threat, permanent measures are
needed to eliminate the potential for future human exposures to soils contaminated with hlgh
levels of lead on the former Jewett White Lead Site. :

2. Curr_ent actions

In support of the EE/CA, EPA conducted additional investigations to determine the extent of
lead contamination in October 2010 at the Site. The field screening results from the sampling

~event in October 2010 at the PRC property indicates that the elevated levels of lead at the PRC .
property are confined to the upper four feet of soil with the exception of a small well defined
-area located in the southwest corner of the property adjacent Park Ave. The average lead
¢concentrations in the field screened soil samples collected at depths of 1-foot, 2-foot, 3-foot,
4-foot, and 5-foot below grade were 7,083 mg/kg, 20,340 mg/kg, 21,070 mg/kg, 14,388 mg/kg,
and 5,752 mg/kg, respectively. The highest lead concentration detected in the subsurface was
-97,921 mg/kg at the 2- to 3-foot depth interval. The average lead concentration in the 15 test pits
extended to the 6’ depth is 350- mg/kg. Following sampling on the PRC property, the test pit
locations were seeded with grass- seed to encourage the growth of a grass cover to reduce the
potentlal for dust generation.

~ Soil samples were submitted for laboratory confirmatory analysis, as well as Toxicity

. Characteristic Leaching Procedure (“TCLP”) and Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure
(“SPLP”) for lead. The TCLP and the SPLP are designed to determine the mobility of both
organic and inorganic contaminants contained in wastes. While the- TCLP relies on extraction
fluids that simulate the organic acids that would form from decomposing wastes in a landfill, the
~ SPLP simulates mid-Atlantic rainfall with a pH of 4.2 (acid rain), and estimates the leaching -
potential of contaminants that may occur under field conditions. Both TCLP and SPLP results
ranged from non-detect to 28 mg/L. The results for both analyses indicate that the higher levels
of lead may leach to the groundwater, if not addressed :

Ground water samples were collected from two of the three monitoring wells installed at the
PRC property and from the two monitoring wells installed on the Moran Towing property on
October 28, 2010. One well, PO-03 located on the PRC property, was found to be dry at the time
of sampling, and no samples were collected from this well. Groundwater samples were collected
using EPA’s low-flow/low-stress methodology, and water quality parameters were measured at
each sampling location prior to collection. Utilizing the groundwater elevation measurements
from both this portion of the Site and those measured synchronously on October 28, 2011 on the



I oAk Ao

et

portion of the Site at 2015 Richmond Terrace, the horizontal direction of groundwater flow is
northerly, toward the Kill Van Kull. The figure included in Attachment C depicts groundwater
elevations and the direction of groundwater ﬂow beneath the Site, -

- Lead was not detected in the groundwater samples collected from the two monitoring wells

located on the PRC property. However, lead was present in one of the down gradient monitoring
wells located on the Moran Towing property portion of the Jewett White Lead Site. Lead was
detected at 39 pg/L in monitoring well MSC-1. The lead concentration detected in the
monitoring well is below the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(“NYSDEC”) Ground Water Quality Standard (“GWQS”) of 50 pg/L, but it may be indicative of
lead leaching into the ground water beneath the Jewett White Lead Site.

" EPA has met with Corigressional representatives, State and local officials, and citizen’s groups
- several times since April 2009 and distributed fact sheets to nearby residents notifying them of
* all on- 51te actions. In addition EPA has held several public meetings to discuss the ﬁndrngs of

“the env1ronmental 1nvest1gat10ns conducted at the Slte

C. - State and Local Authorities Roles

1. . State and local actions to date

The Slte was referred to EPA by The Coun011 of the City of New York for a possrble removal
actlon“At EPA’s request, the NYSDOH, under cooperation with ATSDR, prepared a Letter of
Technlcal Assistance for the Site on March 25, 2009. It concludes that the apparent off-site
mlgratlon of lead-containing dust warrants immediate on-site mitigation measures to prevent
add1t10na1 off-site- migration of lead- contalmng fugitive dust :

A Letter Health Consultatlon was prepared by NYSDOH under a cooperatlve agreement w1th

- ATSDR 6n March 25, 2010. It concludes that both NYSDOH and ATSDR concur with EPA’s

determmatlon that permanent measures should be taken at the Site to ensure the Site remains -
protectlve should the use of the land change or the temporary measures taken by the owner at the
PRC property deterlorate over time. '

The NYSDEC submitted comments to the EE/CA on March 16, 201 1. The NYSDEC is

supportive of EPA’s preferred removal alternative to remove approximately 4,250 cubic yards of
lead contaminated soil from the Site and replace it with clean fill.

2.  Potential for continued State/local response
Neither NYSDEC nor the local goyemment age'nc1es have the resources avallable to conduct a

non-time-critical removal action at the Slte These orgamzatlons w1ll actina supportlng role -
throughout the removal actron :



III. THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH, OR WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT
' AND STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES -

The conditions at the PRC property portion of the J ewett White Lead Site meet the criteria for
implementation of a CERCLA removal action under Section 300.415(b) of the NCP. The release -
and potential further release of hazardous-substances at and from the PRC property presentsa -
threat to public health, or welfare, or the environment. Factors from the NCPSection .
300.415(b)(2) that support conducting a removal action at the PRC property are discussed below.

()  Actual or potential exposures to hearb‘y' human populations, animals, or the food
chain from hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants; '

The PRC property has been used as a construction staging area. As a result, the ground surface
has been disturbed and elevated levels of lead are more readily available to migrate from the
Site. The area around the Site is mostly residential in nature, although areas along the waterfront
have been heavily developed for industrial use. Persons; including school children, use the
‘adjoining sidewalks on Richmond Terrace and Park Avenue as a thoroughfare and to wait for -
public transportation. Elevated levels of lead have been identified off the PRC property on the
sidewalk as a result of storm water runoff prior to the interim removal action. Persons in the
vicinity of site-contaminated soils, 1nclud1ng workers at the Site, Site visitors,-and trespassers,
could potentlally be exposed to lead-contaminated dust that may migrate from the Site through |
fugitive dust emissions, should the ground surface be disturbed or the interim removal measures
deteriorate. . : _ : -

(iv) ' ngh levels of hazardous substances, or pollutants, or contammants in soils largely
' at or near the surface, that may mlgrate, )

Analytical data indicates that elevated levels of lead are present in the soil throughout the PRC
‘property, both laterally and with depth. The average surface lead concentration is 5,091 mg/kg
(milligrams/kilogram). The average lead concentration in the soil samples collected at ‘depths of
1-foot, 2-foot, and 3-foot below grade were 28,245 mg/kg, 61,201 mg/kg, and 53,398 mg/kg,
respectively. In addition, the four soil/sediment samples collected on the neighboring sidewalks
and curb lines prior to the April 2009 interim removal action were found to contain lead in -
concentrations ranging from 383 mg/kg to 2,760 mg/kg. Concentrations of lead detected in the
surface soil at the PRC property represent a 31gn1ﬁcant public health concern if people, "
especially children, are exposed to them. - .

“If disturbed, lead contaminated soil can become airborne and migrate from the PRC property.
Contaminants located at or near the surface can also migrate by storm water runoff or vehicular
~ traffic. Although the interim actions taken by the current property owner mitigate the migration
of lead contaminants, the potential remains for the migration of those contaminants should these
existing controls deteriorate. ‘ '
o 10



(v)  Weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances, or pollutants, or’
contamlnants to migrate or be released; and

- Weather conditions may cause hazardous substances to migrate or to be released particularly
through surface water run-off from precipitation. The soil has been disturbed by the previous
activities at the Site and can potentially become airborne and/or migrate when disturbed under
dry conditions, especially during on-site operations. There is physical and analytical evidence
that contamination migrated onto the adjmmng sidewalks and curblme by vehlcular traffic and

via runoff during rainfall events. : :

Earlier interim actions have been 1mplemented that temporarily prevent the mlgrations of high

* concentrations of lead from the Site and have allowed sufficient time to plan the removal action
prior to initiating on-site activities. However, these temporary measures will deteriorate over
t1me allowmg lead to potentially migrate off the PRC propelty

(vii) " There are no other approprlate federal or State response mechanlsms currently
avallable to respond to the s1tuatlon at the Site.

Neither NYSDEC nor the local government agencies have the resources available to conduct a
non-time-critical removal action at the Site. These orgamzations will act in a supporting role
throughout the removal action. :

IV. """'ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION :

Actual or potential releases of hazardous substances at or from the Site may present an 1mm1nent
and substantial endangerment to public health or welfare, or the environment.

V. PR_OPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS

A. 7 P?obosed Actions

1. Proposed action description

The objective of the removal action is to remove hazardous substances/wastes from the PRC
property, in order to eliminate the threat of exposure through direct human contact caused by the
release of the hazardous materials at the PRC property. The followmg actlons w111 occur at the
PRC property: '

e Construction of a vehicle decontamination pad and material stockpile and staging areas,
~ clearing and grubbing, removal of on-site materials, such as construction equipment
, decommlsswnmg of the existing momtormg wells, and reconstructmg eroswn control
' measures ' ,
11



e Excavation and off-site disposal of approximately 4,242 cubic yards (yd?) of soils
exceeding the site-specific cleanup levels for lead of 800 mg/kg. The initial excavation
dimensions were estimated using geographic information system software based upon the
soﬂ lead isopach map presented in Attachment D.

o Post-excavat1on 5011 samples will be collected from the walls and base of the excavation
and analyzed for metals. If analytical results of the post-excavation samples indicate that
residual concentrations in the soil exceed the site-specific cleanup level, additional soil
will be excavated, followed by additional confirmatory sampling. '

.o The excavated areas will be backfilled to restore the property to the existing grade, using
certified clean soil from an approved off-site source. The top six inches of backfill will be
soil that would meet the needs of the property owner, either organic-rich loam capable of
supporting vegetative growth, an inorganic travel layer (i.e., stone dust or crushed stone),
‘or a combination of both. A vegetative cover would be planted 1mmed1ately following
placement of any topsoil layer o

e The three on- site monitoring wells will be replaced following the placement of final
~ cover, and monitored semi-annually for at least two years, to demonstrate the
effectlveness of the remedy

The excavated soils will be transported off-site for disposal in an appropriate disposal facility.-
- All hazardous materials generated from the removal will require disposal. Facilities that are
‘selected for the management of these wastes will be in compliance with the EPA CERCLA’s
Off-Site Disposal Rule. All hazardous wastes will be d1sposed of under the authorrty of
CERCLA. : .

‘2. Contribgtion to Remedial Performance '
'This action will contribute effectively to any long term remedial action with respect to the

~ release or threatened release of hazardous substances and is consistent with any future long term
remedial action that may be undertaken at the Site.

-3 EE/CA

. The EE/CA Approval Memorandum dated June 7, 2010 documented the need for a CERCLA

non-time critical removal action to address the elevated concentrations of lead present in the -
surface soils and at depth at the Site. The EE/CA Approval Memorandum has been provided as

- Attachment E..

EPA prepared an EE/CA in January 2011 to analyze the- removal action alternatives available
~ and to select the most appropriate alternative to dlsassoc1ate/restr1ct human exposure to the
: 1 2 : :



contaminated areas and to prevent or minimize the migration of hazardous constituents to area
soils and groundwater. The EE/CA is available for public review at the locatlons listed below.

¢ To review online, visit: www.epa.gov/re,q10n02/superﬁmd/rem0val/]ewettwhltelead
) )

» Paper copies of the EE/CA are available at theée locations:

New York Public Library, Port
Richmond Branch located at

75 Bennett Street

‘Port Richmond

Staten Island, New York 10302 -

«siz.. Superfund Records Center
2+ US EPA Region 2 located at

- aii 2890 Woodbridge Avenue,
» . Edison, New Jersey 08837

The written responsiveness summary to significant comments has been provided as an
attachment to this Action Memorandum and has been included in Attachment F.

S. . Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (“ARARs”)

Removal actions are required to attain ARARSs to the extent practicable pursuant to the
requirements of Section 300.415()) of the NCP. Applicable requirements are those substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal or State
law that specifically address either hazardous substances,.the type of action to be implemented at. -
the Site, an aspect specific to the location of the Site, or other circumstances relevant to the Site.
Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantive environmental protection
requirements, criteria, or.limitations which are promulgated under federal or State law which,
while not applicable to either the hazardous substances found at the Site, the type of response
action itself; the site location, or other circumstances at the Site, nevertheless address problems
or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the Site such that they are well-suited to
the Site. Other information “To Be Considered” (TBCs), including non-binding criteria,
advisories, guidance, and proposed standards are not potential ARARs but are meant to
complement the use of ARARs.

Chemical-Specific ARARs

Chemical-speciﬁc ARARSs for the-Contaminants of Potential Concern (“COPCs”) at the PRC
property (e.g., metals) are discussed below. These ARARs would be the federal standards or the
more stringent state standards. ‘
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Approprlate federal requlrements include Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (“RCRA”)
- 42 U.S.C. 6901, et seq., which regulates the disposal of hazardous wastes.

New York State surface water standards (“SWSs”) have been promulgated by NYSDEC for the
protection of human health and/or aquatic life and are legally enforceable. The SWSs are
dependent on the federally-assigned classification of the surface water body as well as the
carbonate hardness of the surface water for inorganic constituents (6 NYCRR Part 701).

4.2.1.2.2 Location-Specific ARARs

Locat1on—spe01ﬁc ARARs that may govern activities in critical environments such as endangered
species habitats and historic locations are as follows.

The Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 éf seq.) and the Endangered and Threatened

- Species of Fish and Wildlife; Species of Special Concern (6 NYCRR Part 182) address the
protection of threatened and endangered species. There may be threatened or endangered species
or habitats expected to be present within the area of study as determined by the NYSDEC, based
on a review of the Slgmﬁcant Habitat and Natural Heritage Program files for the Site

(N YSDEC, 2010)..

The National Historic Preservation Act addresses potential impacts to properties that are listed in

the National Register of Historic Places, or ones that are eligible for such a listing. No historic (

places are located on or near the Site. Therefore, the non time-critical removal action is not
.expected to have any impact on these potentral resources.

42123  Action-Specific ARARS

RCRA, 42 U.S.C. Sections 6901 ef seq., and the New.York State Hazardous Waste Regulations
deal with the treatment and disposal methods of all hazardous wastes. The wastes from the PRC
property must be handled in accordance with the federal hazardous waste regulations (40 CFR

- Parts 260-268 and 761) promulgated under RCRA, as well as portions of the New York State
Hazardous Waste Regulations (6 NYCRR Parts 370-376). -Determination of the presence and
appropriate waste code for any hazardous wastes at the PRC property or residuals from the
treatment of such wastes would be made in accordance with these regulations.

Soils or wastes which are deemed hazardous under RCRA would need to be treated/disposed of

at a RCRA Subtitle C facility. Soils or wastes which do not have hazardous characteristics could

be treated/disposed of at a RCRA Subtitle D facility (i.e., municipal landfill). Soils or wastes

which are deemed hazardous under RCRA and left in place would need to be capped and -
_maintained in accordance with RCRA landfill closure and post-closure care requirements

(40 CFR Part 264.310). :
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The Occupational Safety and Health Administration have promulgated permissible exposure
limits (“PELs”) for a variety of contaminants in the air (29 CFR 1910, Subpart Z). The PELs are
based on time-weighted average (“TWA”) concentrations to which workers may be exposed over
an eight hour exposure period without adverse health effects. PELs and TWAs are intended for
adult workers exposed in an occupational setting, and are not directly applicable to CERCLA
Sites. The PELs and TWAs may be used as guidance values to determine whether long- term
exposures to contaminants in air may pose a human health risk.

6. Pro_|ect schedule
The Agency will evaluate its enforcement options, as discussed in Section VII, below, and the
removal action may be initiated should it be determined, in the Agency’s discretion, that it is

appropriate that the action be performed with fund monies.

B. ’Estimated Costs

The estimated costs for the completion of this project are summarized below:

Extramural Costs

Regional Allowance Costs | S ~ $1,109,000
*(Total cleanup contractor costs, including
*labor, equipment, materials, laboratory
“disposal analysis, and a 20% contingency)

Other Extramural Costs not Funded
From the Regional Allowance

) ”T(‘)tt‘gl RST, including multiplier costs | $ 36,000

SMuT_)‘t_Otal,‘ extramural costs $ 1,145,000

Extramural Costs Contingency .(20"‘/0) ' $ 229,000
TOTAL REMOVAL PROJECT CEILING | $ 1,374,000 |

VI. EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION BE DELAYED
ORNOT TAKEN '

Delayed action or no action could result in the release of the hazardous substance into the

environment, thereby exposing the nearby residents and surrounding commercial businesses to
hazardous substances on the Site.
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VII. OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES
No outstanding policy issues.
VIII. ENFORCEMENT

Efforts have been made to identify the site owner(s) and other potentially responsible parties
(“PRPs”) to assume responsibility for the cost of the cleanup. The On-Scene Coordinator will
continue to work with the Removal Action Branch, the Office of Regional Counsel and -
NYSDEC in an attempt to locate all viable PRPs to recover cleanup costs, 104(e) information
requests have been sent to determine PRP status and viability, and notice letters have been
prepared and mailed to the viable parties determined to have liability, to ascertain thelr
willingness to part1c1pate in the costs of cleanup. -

The total EPA costs for this removal action based on full-cost accounting practices that will be
eligible for cost recovery are estimated to be $1,842,859 as follows:

“Direct Extramural Cost | [ $1,374.000

Direct Intramural Cost ‘ $82,000
‘Subtotal Direct Costs | $1,456,000
Indirect Costs (Indirect Regional Cost Rate 26.57%) $386,859
Estimated EPA Costs Eligible for Cost Recovery $1,842,859

" Note: Direct costs include direct extramural costs and direct intramural costs. Indirect costs are
calculated based on an estimated indirect cost rate expressed as a percentage of site-specific
direct costs, conststent with the full cost accounting methodology effective October 2, 2000.
These estimates do not include pre-judgment interest, do not take into account other enforcement
costs, including Department of Justice costs, and may be adjusted during the course of a removal
action. The estimates are for illustrative purposes only and their use is not intended to create any
rights for responsible parties. Neither the lack of a total cost estimate nor dev1at10n of actual

- costs from this estimate will affect the United States right to cost recovery.

IX. RECOMMENDATION

This decision document represents a request for authorization for the described removal action at
Jewett White Lead, Borough of Staten Island, Richmond County, New York in accordance with
CERCLA as amended and consistent with the NCP. This decision is based on the Administrative
Record for the Site. Conditions at the Site meet the NCP Section 300.415(b)(2) criteria for a
removal action.
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This Action Memorandum, if approved, will authorize a total project ceiling of $1,374,000, of
this an estimated $1,109,000 comes from the Regional Advice of Allowance.

Please indicate your approval of the authorization of funding for the Jewett White Lead Site, as
per the current Regional re-delegation of authority, by signing below.

Approved: g‘ M ,[m— wm

Walter EJMugdan Director

- Emergency and Remedial Response Division .

Disapproved:

Walter E. Mugdan, Director
Emergency and Remedial Response Division

J. LaPadula, ERRD-DD
J. Rotola, ERRD-RAB
E. Wilson, ERRD-RAB

B. Grealish, ERRD-RAB
D. Garbarini, ERRD-NYRB
T. Lieber, ORC-NYCSFB
J. Doyl€;"ORC-NYCSFB
“H. Guzman, ORC-NYCSFB
M. Mears, PAD

K. Glacobbe OPM-FMB .
M. Flore OIG
-R. Worley, 5202G

A. English, NYSDEC

A. Raddant, USDOI

L. Rosman, NOAA

L. Battes, NYSEMO -
‘S. Bates NYSDOH

Date: / 2—/ 2/l

‘Date:
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SUBJECT: Documentation of concurrence with the preparation of an Engineering
v Evaluation/Cost Analysis in support of a CERCLA Non-Time Critical Removal
Action at-the Jewett White Lead Company Slte Staten Island, R1chmond County,
New: York

 FROM: Kimberly Staiger, On-Scene Coordinator
- Removal Action Branch .

TO: Walter Mugdan; Division Director '

Emergency and Remedial Response Division : o .
THRU: Joseph Rotola, Chief )

Removal Action Branch
Site [D No:  A218 -
I.  SUBJECT

The purpose of this memorandum is to document your concurrence for the preparation of an
'Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for.a Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA).removal action at the Jewett White Lead Compcmy

Site located in Staten Island, RlChll’lOlld Countv New York (the Site).

The Site consists of the historic footprmt of the former:Jeweu White Lead Company facility and
the extent of contamination which includes the one acre parcel of land at 2000-2012 Richmond

. Terrace and the approximately one and one-half acre parcel of land at 2015 Richmond Terrace.
The Site is considered a facility as defined by Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section
9601(9). The mechanism for past releases of hazardous substances to the environment; as

- defined by CERCLA, appears to have been the usc of the Site to manufacturc white lead and the
possible waste disposal practlces associated with xhe operations.

Although the Site. poses a threat to public health, welfare, and the environment, the United States

- Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that a sufficient planning period exists

before site-activities for this action have to be initiated. Accordingly, this response is being
conducted as a non-time critical removal action.

Intemet Address (URL) e http://www.epa.gov
Recyclod/Recyclab!a o Printed with Vogetable Ol Based inks on Recycled Pnper (Minlmum 50% Postconsumer contant)






1.  BACKGROUND

On June 3,72008, the Cbungil of the City of New York submitted a written request to EPA to v
evaluate a property located on 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace (hereinafter the “Perfetto property”)
for potential environmental contamination. Initially, EPA’s Pre-remedial Section evaluated the
Site. Subsequently, the Site was referred to EPA’s Removal Action Branch'to conducta
Removal Site Evaluation that- would evaluate the property for a removal action under the
authority of CERCLA as aménded, 42 U.S.C. §9601 et seq.

The area within one mile of the Site can be characterized as a residential neighborhood with
concentrations of industrial and manufacturing facilities along the waterfront. The Site is located
within the Port Richmond section of the Borough of Staten Island, New York. Located along the
North Shore of Staten Island, the neighborhood is bordered by the Kill Van Kull to the north, the
Bayonne Bridge and MLK Expressway to the west, Forest Avenue to the south and Broadway to
the east. .Port Richmond is an economically distressed community with the Borough's second-
lowest median household income, the second-highest povc.rty rate, and the highest concentration
of oldel housmg in Staten Island. : '

LN

Hlstoncally, John Jewett & Sons White Lead Conﬁpan}; operated a white lead manufactu’ring l

facility at the Site. John Jewett & Sons White Lead Company owned the Site from 1839 until
April 3, 1890 when National Lead & Oil Company of New York (“National Lead”) acquired the
Site property. National Lead continued the manufacture of white lead, an additive found in lead--

. based paint and ceramics, at the blle untll a fire dcstroved the plant’s main bmldxmT and storage

-house in ]970

On December 31, 1943, M01an Towing Corporation acquired the 2015 Richmond Terrace

© portion of the Site from National Lead (hereinafter the “Moran propelty”) On May 31, 1946,
‘National Lead sold the oneé acre portion Perfetto property to Anthony Sedutto, Guxseppe Sedutto,

Giovannina Sedutto, Mario Sedutto, Michael Sedutto, and William Sedutto.

Between 1949 and 1990, various businesses.operated at:Perfetto property including Sedutto’s Ice
Cream factory. The buildings on this portion of the Site were eventually razed and cleared in
2000 after several fires occurred at the Sedutto’s Ice Cream factory. The Perfetto property was
sold at auction on January 26, 2007 to Leewood Park Avenue LLC. Perfetto Realty Company
purchased the Perfetto property from Leewood Park Avenue LLC on October 18, 2007. Perfetto
Realty used the property to store construction equlpmcnt and matcuals from Iocal construction
projects. :

The portion of the Perfetto property is currently an unpaved vacant lot that was being utilized as
a staging area for material being brought to and removed from construction conducted elsewhere
in Staten Island. The ground surface at this portion of the Site consists of mostly unvegetated
soil with some stone near the entrance. The soils have apparently been dnstuxbcd due to the
presence of heavy machinery and the vehlculal movement.
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The portion of the Moran property is presently owned by the Moran Towing Corporation, an’

_ active tug boat facility. Most of the tugboat operations conducted at the facility take place at the

~ rear of the property. However, part of the facility adjoining Richmond Terrace is currently used

as a storage area for, tugboat bumpers. Buildings, concrete, or asphalt cover most ofthe property,
although thcrc arc areas where the asphalt and concrete appcans to be in disrepair.

In December 2008, EPA and Lontraetor reprcsentatwes from the Removal Support Team
collected soil samples from 16 test pits at the Perfetto property that were-excavated to a depth of
approximately four feet below grade. Many of the test pits were found to contain either
blackened soil, concrete in the form of slabs and/or footings, asphalt; bricks; or wood. T he
analyses of the soil samples collected from the test pits included target analyte list (TAL) metals
- and Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs). Off-property samples were collected from four locations
along Richmond Terrace in order to determine if contammatlon had migrated from thc Perfetto

property.

The anal_vtical results from the sampling event in December 2008 at the Perfetto property
revealed the presence of elevated levels of lead throughout most of that property, both laterally
and with depth. The average surface lead concentration was 5,081 mg/kg (milligram/kilogram).
The highest lead concentration detected at the surface was 37,100 mg/kg, near the gate on Park
Avenue. The average-lead concentration in the soil samples collected at depths of 1-foot, 2-foot
and 3-foot below grade were 28,245 mg/kg, 61,201 mg/kg, and 53,398 mg/kg, respectively. The
highest lead concentration detected in the subsurface was 240,000 mg/kg. In addition, the four
off-property sample locations were Iound to contain lead in concentrations ranging from 38 3
mg/kg to 2,760 mg/kg.

At EPA’s request, the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), under cooperation
with the Agency for Toxic Substances and’ Disease Registry (ATSDR), prepared a Letter of
Technical Assistance for the Site dated Match 25, 2009. NYSDOH concluded that the apparent
migration of lead-contaminated dust warranted immediate-mitigation measures to. hmlt the use ot
the Site to prevent additional mxgratlon of lead-containing-fugitive dust. :

It concluded that the concentrations of lead detected in the surface soil at the Perfetto property -
and the off-property road dust represent a significant public health concern if people, especially

. children, are exposed to them. ' ' -

In April 2009, at EPA’s request and oversight, Perfetto Realty conducted an interim removal

_ action to prevent the migration of lead-contaminated. soils from the Petfetto-property. The
interim removal action included: improving the existing fencing, installing a silt fence and hay
bales around the fence line, spreading grass seed and mulch to hold the lead-contaminated soils
in place, posting “lead hazard” signs on fencing, and removing the lead-contaminated soils and A
" sediments from the sidewalks and nearby curb line adjacent to this portion of the Site. The
ground surface is now mostly covered with grass, and a fabrxc windscreen has becn placed along
the entire fence line.
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On June 15, 2009, EPA collected 14 surficial soil samples from the Moran property. The soil

samples were collected from portions of this property where exposed soil was present or:where

the concrete and asphalt appeared to be in disrepair. Elevated levels of lead were found to be in

the samples collected at concentrations that.ranged from 145 mg/kg to 2,730 mg/kg, with the

highest lead concentrations present jn the surface soils adjacent the Richmond Terrace sidewalk.
; o \ ‘

HL  THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE AND THE ENVIRONMENT

As mentioned above, in the March 25, 2009 Letter of Technical Assistance for the Site,
NYSDOH concluded that the concentrations of lead detected in the surface soil at the Perfetto
property and. in the adjacent road dust represent a mgmﬁcant public health concein if pCOp]e
especially children, are exposed to them.

C A Letter df‘Hmhh Consult dated Februar’ynl 1, 2010 was prepared by\thc NYSDOH in
cooperation with ATSDR after review of the off—sxtc soil sampling data collected by the EPA in

. .June 2009.+NYSDOH concluded that it is appropriate to take permanent measures to eliminate

the potential for future human exposures to soils contaminated with high levels of lead on the
former Jewett White Lead Site.. Such permanent measures would ensure that the Site remains
protective should land use atthe Site change or the temporary measures taken by the Perfctto
‘Realty Company at the Perfetto property detenoratc over time. :

Hazardous subs_tances, pollutants or-¢ontaminants present at the Site represent a threat to the
public.health and welfare as indicated by the presence of factors listed in Section 300.415(b)(2)
of the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40-C.F.R. §300.415(b)(2), in that there is a high
potential for releases to occur through continued use of the Site. Factors that supported
conducting the removal action at this Site include: :

..(1)-  Actual or'potential exposurcs to nearby human populatmns, ammals or the tood
. chain from hazardous substances, pollutants or contammants,

_..Past releases o the environment at the Site appears to have been the 1e5ult of the- Ueneralmn of -
wastes from thc manufacture of white lead and the waste disposal pTdCth(,S at the bm

The Perfetto property has been used as a constrtl‘ction staging,area. As a'result, the gr’ound
surface has been disturbed and elevated levels of lead made more available to migrate from the
Site. The area around the Site is partly residential. Persons, including school children, use the
adjoining streets, Richmond Terrace and Park Avenue, as a thoroughfare and to wait for public
transportation. Elevated levels of lead have been identified off-Site on the sidewalk as'a result of
storm water runoff. .

' .Thc Moran property is also fenced,and it is currently an ¢ activé facility. The areas of highest lead
contamination detected there are in the bumper storage area and along the fenceline adjacent to
Rlchmond Terrace. Persons accessing the. Site will continue to be potentially (.\(posed to the
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elevated levels of lead that are present on the surface of the Site. The movement of vehicles and
. storage equipment on and off the bumper storage area may facilitate the release of surficial lead
contamination irito the environment potentially exposing pedestrians outside the fenceline on the
adjoining Asidewalk. ‘

(iv)  High levels of hazardous substances or pollutants or-contaminants in- soils. largely at
- or near the surface, that may migrate;

Analytical data indicates that elevated levels of lead-are- present in the soil at or near the suitface
~inareas of the Site where historic white lead manufacturing took place. If disturbed, lead
contaminated soil can become airborne and migrate from the properties. Contaminants located at
or near the surface can also migrate by storm water runoff or vehicle tracking. There is evidence
that suggests that contamination may have migrated from the Perfetto property in the past by
vehicular traffic and via runoff during rainfall events. Although the interim actions taken by
Perfetto Realty Company to mitigate migration of lead contaminants, the potential remains for
migration of contaminants at the Site should these existing controls deteriorate.

As noted above in the Letters of Health Consult provided by the NY.SDOH in cooperation with
ATSDR, actual or potential releases of hazardous substances at.or from the Site, if not addressed :
by implementing a response action, mav present an 1mmment and substantial endangermem to
pubhc health and welfare.’

IV.  ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS

Earlier this year, EPA met with representatives of National Lead, Moran T owing and Perfetto
Realty to determine if any or all of the parties would be willing to conduct the EE/CA. In March
2010, none of the parties expressed willingness-to conduct the EE/CA. Therefore, EPA
determmed that it would conduct the EE/CA to select the appropriate removal action at the Sll(,

If approved, a fund lead EE/CA will be conducted to‘identify and evaluate removal alternatives
to mitigate hazardous conditions at the Site. Afterthe EE/CA is completed and a removal action
selected, EPA will determine if any of the present or past owners and/or operators at the Site .
would be capable and willing to undertake the-required removal action. '

V. PROJECTVCOSTS

The objectives of the EE/CA are to determine the nature. and extent of contamination, provide
detailed delineation of Site environmental media, identify contaminant sources, identify -
contaminant migration pathways, determine the impact or potential impact of contaminants on

— public health and the environment, and to collect data to facilitate the selection and design of
removal actions for the Site that would comply with Applicable or Relevant-and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs) within the scope of the project. It is estlmated that the EE/CA will cost
approximately $252,000 to complete.




V1. RECOMMENDATION

A CERCLA Non-Time Critical Removal Action is needed to address the elevated concentrations
of lead present in the surface soils and at depth at the Site. The proposed EE/CA is considered
non-time critical because interim measures have been implemented or are in place that b
temporarily prevent the migration of high concentrations of lead from the Site. However the
deterioration of these measures over timé may allow the-furthér migration of lead-contaminated
soils fromi the Site.  Conditions at:the Site' meet the NCP Section 300.415(b)(4) criteria for a

- removal action, where a planning period of at least six monthis exists.

I recomend that you approire the preparatioh of the EE/CA for the Jewett White Lead Site, as
per the current Regionﬂ}"edelcgation of authority, by signing below.
R S | — / N / ‘ ‘
Approved:.~ /f / v b Date: L) ? / 2oy o
- Walter Mugdafi, Director ‘ - °
~ Emergency and Remedial Response Division

[

Disapproved: L Date:
' Walter Mugdan, Director -
* - Emergency and Remedial Response Division -
J. Lapadula, 2ERRD o P..Brandt, 2CD |
J..Rotola, 2ERRD-RAB , “E. Wilson, 2ERRD-RAB
W. Ayala, 2CD-PAD - H. Guzman, 20RC-NYCSB
G. Zachos; ERRD - . - A.Tao, 20PM-GCMB
B. Gr‘ealish_;-Z-E'RRD-RPB " T. Lieber, 20RC-NYCSFB
C. Kelley, RST . S A. English, NYSDEC
L. Graziano, ATSDR ~ . - 1. Beilby, NYSDEC
C. Duroski, NYSDOH - D. Nagin, NYCDOHMH
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EPA RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS FOR THE
2000-2012 RICHMOND TERRACE PORTION OF THE JEWETT WHITE LEAD SITE

INTRODUCTION | S .

This Responsiveness Summary provides a summary of comments received during the public comment
period related to the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property-portion of the Jewett White Lead Site and the
responses of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). All comments summarized in this

document have been considered in EPA’s final decision in the selection of a response action to address '
- the contamination® at- the site. The responses of New  York ' State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) to - the public comments have also' been taken into account in the °
Responsiveness Summary ' : '

-

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

The March 2011 Proposed Response Action Document, which identified the response action preferred by
EPA, in which NYSDEC concurs, and the basis for that preference, and the Engineering Evaluation/Cost
Analysis (EE/CA) were made available to the public in both the Administrative Record and information
repositories maintained in the EPA Region Il Edison, New Jersey office and a local information
repository- at the Port Richmond Branch of the New York Public Library at 75 Bennett Street, Port
Richmond, Staten Island, New York. The notice of availability for these documents was published in the
Staten Island Advance on March 6 and March 9, 2011 and the El Diario La Prensa on March 5, 2011. A
public comment period was held from March 4, 2011 to April 17, 2011. On March 16, 2011 EPA
conducted a public meeting.at the Port Rlchmond CYO, 120 Anderson Avenue, Staten Island, New York
to present the findings of the EE/CA and answer questions from the public about the site'and the response
actions under consideration. Local residents, representatives from local community groups,
representatlves from the media, and local .government officials, attended the publlc meeting.

OVERVIEW

The public supports EPA’s selected non-time critical removal action', which consists- of removing
approximately 4,242-cubic yards of soil-and backfilling the excavation with certified clean soil from an
approved off-site source. Responses to the comments received at the public meeting and in writing during
the public comment period are summarized below. Attached to this Responsnveness Summary are the
followmg Appendices: . : . . e

* ‘Appendix 1 - Documentation of concurrence with the preferred removal action alternative for a

’ CERCLA Non-Time Critical Removal Action at the Jewett White Lead Company Site,
Staten Island, Richmond County, New York (January 31; 2011)

Appendix 2 - Proposed Response Action Document (March 2011)

Appendix 3 - Public Notice Published in the Staten Island Advance on March 6 and March 9,2011

Appendix 4 - Public Notice Published in the £/ Diario La Prensa on March 5, 2011 _

Appendix 5 - EPA Press Release EPA Seeks Public Input on Cleanup Optzons for Lead- Contammaled

' Site in Staten Island, NY (March 8, 2011)
Appendix 6 - Letters and E-mails Submitted During the Public Comment Perlod
Appendix 7- March 16,2011 Pubhc Meeting Transcrlpt

e

"The selected response action is considered non- -time critical because, although there is a threat to public health welfare, or the
environment, there is sufficient planmng tlme avallable before the removal action is to be initiated. :



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPON SES

Throughout the publlc comment period, EPA received comments from 28 sources, mcludlng 12 prlvate -
citizens and the following groups or individuals: . : i .

Congressman Michael G. AGrimm ’

Staten Island Office of the Borough President

Councilwoman Debi Rose

The North Shore Waterfront Conservancy of Staten lsland Inc. (NSWC)
New York State Department of Environmental Conservatlon (NYSDEC)
Port Richmond Improvement Assoc1at|on o : J
Northfield LDC . ' '
Project Hospitality

Staten Island Economic Development Corporatlon

Coalition for Healthy Ports

Staten Island Advance

NL Industrles Inc.

A public meeting was conducted 6n March 16, 2010, in Port Richmond, Staten Island to present EPA’s
preferred removal action for the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property portion of the Jewett White Lead -
Site and respond to questions about the preferred removal action. A transcript of the meeting was
prepared. This Responsiveness Summary includes a summary of verbal comments received at the public -
meeting and corresponding EPA responses. In some instances, the original responses EPA made during
the public meetings have been supplemented with additional information for a more complete response.

“The various comments received on the EE/CA and EPA’s preferred response action document from all
- parties are presented in-this Responsiveness Summary with corresponding EPA responses. The comments
include the verbal comments received during the public meeting and written comments submitted to the.
EPA. - Comments and responses presented in this Responsiveness Summary are numbered sequentlally
with no other designation. The order in which the comments appear has no particular relevance

A number of th'e comments recei\'/ed on the preferred response dction were expressed by more than one
party. ‘The goal in preparing this responsiveness: summary-~was -to- ensure “that ‘the public clearly
understands EPA’s position on issues raised in the comments received -and the rationale- which supports

EPA’s decision for the removal action at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property-portion of the Jewett
White Lead Site. -All documents referenced in this Responsiveness Summary are included in the
Admmlstratlve Record for the Jewett Whlte Lead Site.

A summary of the comments prov1ded at the March 16, 2011. public meeting and contained in the letters
and e-mails that were received during the public comment period, as well as EPA and NYSDEC
 responses to them, have been organized into the following topics:
e Response Action Implementatlon
Health Concerns
Response Action Evaluation®
Additional Site Investigations
Communicating Project Status
Future Use of Site
- Interim Removal Actlon at 2000-2012 Rlchmond Terra.ce Proper*ry

A summary of the comments and concerns and the responses thereto, are provided below:




Response Action‘llmplement_atlo’n

Comment #1: _

A number of commenters expressed support for the selected response action. -

Response #1:

EPA relies on public mput to ensure_that the concems of the commumty are considered in selectmg an
effective response action for each Superfund site. Several members of the Port Richmond Community
have provided the EPA with written and verbal expressions of support for the selected removal action,
Alternative 2: Excavation and Off-site Disposal/Treatment of the lead contaminated soils at the 2000- ~
2012 Richmond Terrace property portion of the Jewett White Lead Site. The Port Richmond Community
is strongly in favor of selecting a removal action that would provide a permanent solution, rather than
-selecting a removal action that would require long-térm momtormg and mamtenance by -either the

- property owner or the EPA. x :

EPA apprecrates the commenters expressron of support for the selected removal actlon Altematwe 2.

Comment .#2

. Several commenters expressed concern that removal activities at the Jewett White Lead Site wzll not be

.. conducted in a manner that prevents the migration of dust generated during all phases of the removal -

- process or prevents the migration of lead contammated soils via run-off caused by erosion of the site soils
durmg preczpztanon events. . :

. Response #2
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~

EPA wnll ensure that necessary precautlons are in place to protect the publlc from exposure. to site
contaminants ‘while samplmg and cleanup activities are taking place on the Jewett Site. - :

As part of the cleanup effort, a Community Air Momtormg Plan w1ll be developed and 1mplemented
This plan»w1ll include procedures for real-time air monitoring for dust and chemical contaminants: and
- recommended measures (e.g. water misting, smaller work areas, slower truck speeds, temporary work
stoppage)-to..keep airborne releases to a minimum in and around the work areas. If elevated levels of
contammants are detected during air and dust monitoring in and around the work area or on.the perimeter
of the Site, then the reioval activities will be shut down and measures will be taken until the problem
can be rectified. These measures may include closing the sidewalks adjoining the property during cleanup
activities, which would be done in coordination with officials from the City of New York. .
PEg ,

Comment #3: -
A commenter asked if EPA wzll be mclua’mg other people and City agenczes in the decision makmg
’ process durmg the removal action.

: Respon’se #3: :

“The Jewett Whlte Lead Site is a federal lead site. However, EPA has been and will continug to coordmate
all removal. activities with the City of New York and the State of New York." EPA will continue to keep’
the City and State mformed of all actlons that EPA has taken and plans to take at the Jewett White Lead
Site. - . : _



Co'rnment #4:
4 commenter asked where the soil will be taken and how itiwil'l be.treated zf EPA does select option 2.,

Response #4:

!

\

Excavated soils will be treated as necessary to reduce the mobility of lead and disposed at an appropriate
landfill in accordance with state and-federal environmental regulations.

Comment #5:
A commenter asked where is the money ckonring‘. from to pay for the cleanup.
Resp'onse #S:

The money spent on investigations for the Jewett White Lead Site has come from federal funds.
Responsible parties under CERLCA will be asked to implement:the selected removal action. If these
_parties are unwilling:or unable to perform the response action, ‘then EPA will conduct the work usmg
federal funds. EPA may then seek to recover the expended costs from the responsrble parties. . W

. Comment #6:

A commenter asked if there will be grant money made avazlable to help the owner of the contamznated
property do the work.

Response #6: } : ' ' ' )

There are different types of contammated or potentially contamlnated properties in the United States
‘Some are “Superfund sites™ — Sites where the federal government is, or plans to be, involved in cleanup
~efforts, many of which are listed on the National Priorities List (NPL); or where immediate action needs
to be taken, propemes at which EPA is conducting removal actions. Other properties may be considered - .
“brownfields:” abandoned, idled, or under-used industrial and commercial facilities where expansron or
redevelopment is compllcated by real or percelved envrronmental contam1nat1on

While CERCLA also includes authorlty for EPA to provide grant funding for the assessment and cleanup

of brownfield sites, brownfields grant funds may not be used for the cleanup of a.contaminated property
for which the recipient of the grant or loan may be potent1ally liable under CERCLA §107 such as a

~ current owner of a site. CERCLA is a strict liability statute that holds potentially responsible parties

- (PRPs) jointly and severally liable, without regard to fault, for cleanup costs incurred in response to

the release or threatened release of hazardous. substances Under CERCLA § 107, a person may be -
considered a PRP if the person: ' :
e Is'the current owner or operator of the contammated property;
e Owned or operated the property at the time of the disposal of the' hazardous substance
. Arranged for the hazardous substances to be disposed of or treated or transported for
disposal or treatment; or
. Transported the hazardous substances to the property

A property owner that falls into one of the classes of PRPs described above may be potentrally liable
under CERCLA. Fortunately, CERCLA includes llabll1ty exemptlons afﬁrmatlve defenses and
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protections that may apply to local governme_ntsz Additionally, EPA has enforcement discretion
guidance and site-specific tools that may address concerns about potential CERCLA ‘liability.

For a more detailed discussion of Brownfields sites eligible for funding, please refer to the

Appendices of the Proposal Guidelines for Brownfields Assessment, Revolving Loan Fund and
Cleanup Grants on the EPA website at: www.epa.gov/brownfields. .



Health Con'cerns

:*C_omment #7:

Several commenters asked whether the bus stops located immediatély adjacent the 2000-2012 Richmond
Terrace property will remain open or be relocated during the cleanup activities. They expressed concern
for the health and welfare of residents and children waiting to board buses while ground intrusive work is
occurring a the Site. : : A

‘Response #7:

In April 2009 the property owner implemented an interim removal action under EPA oversight at the
2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property portion of the Jewett White Lead Site. These actions included the
installation of hay bales and a silt fence to control stormwater runoff, application of grass seed and mulch
to hold soil in place, repairs to existing fencing to prevent trespassers-from accessing the area, installation
of warning signs and the removal of soil and sediment from the sidewalks and curbs adjacent the
property. These controls reduce the potential for contamination to migrate off the site until a cleanup plan
is developed for the site.

‘ Durmg\ground intrusive samplmg performed at the Jewett White Lead Site by the EPA, lead was not
detected in the-perimeter air samples above both worker safety and National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). Based upon the results of the air sampling and the controls put in place to limit the-
-migration of contaminants from the site, there is no need to relocate the two Metropolitan Transit.
Authority (MTA) bus stops at this time. While EPA does not. have the authority to determine the
locations of MTA bus.stops, we will evaluate the safety of the community as part of the planning process

. for the cleanup of the Site, and will ensure that appropriate precautions are in place to protect the public
from exposure while sampling and cleanup activities are taking place on the Jewett Site.

As discussed in Response to Comment #2 above, a Community Air Monitoring Plan will be developed
which will mionitor air and dust to keep airborne releases to a minimum around the work areas and to
protect the public from exposure to-any contaminants during the cleanup activities at 2000-2012
. Richmond Terrace." If it is deémed necessary to temporarily relocate the bus stops adjacent the 2000-2012
Richmond Terrace property during the removal action at the 2000- 2012 Richmond Terrace property, EPA
will work with the appropriate government agencies of the City of New York, including the MTA, to
ar range for a temporary relocation of the bus traffic at or near the Site.

Comment #8:

Two commenters wanted to know if residents who lived next to the Jewett White Lead Site were able to .
garden safely in their yards. :

Response #8'

During the off-site sampling’ performed in June 2009, EPA collected soil samples from ne1ghbormg
properties and found lead levels that ranged from 11 ppm to 3,510 ppm, with an average surface lead
contamination of 549 ppm. The possibility of contamination at a garden site should not keep you from
planning an urban garden. -

Generally when lead concentrations are in the 400 to 1,200 ppm range, which is qurte common for urban -
" areas, it is strll possible to safely garden if proper precautions are observed. If you have a garden or plan
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to have a garden the following steps can be taken to minimize exposure ‘to elevated levels of Iead present
m the sorl : :

Add organic matter such as compost, manure, or phosphate containing fertilizers to garden soil.
The organic matter binds lead and reduces the amount available to plants. Organic mulch, such
as straw, grass cllppmgs or wood chrps can reduce the dust and the ¢ ‘splatter” of soil onto leafy
vegetables from rain. »

If the soil is acidic, add lime to the garden to reduce the a01d1ty ACldlC 501l increases the amount :
of lead available to plants.

‘Install raised-bed gardens and supplement with clean topsoil. S

Discard the outer leaves of greens, especially from the bottom of plants, before washmg Soil
particles are most likely to be located on the outer leaves of leafy plants. :
Wash produce using running water. :

Peel vegetables, especially root vegetables, which are in direct contact with soil. -
Locate gardens away from old painted buildings and roads with heavy traffic.

Watch over small children to stop them from eating soil through hand-to-mouth play.

e

"“Wash hands immediately after gardening and before eating to avoid accrdentally eating soil.
Wear-gloves as a barrier between your hands and the soil. »
Avoid bringing contaminated soil into the home by:
"~ - Cleaning tools, gloves and shoes before brmgmg them indoors.
- Putting highly soiled clothes in a bag before brmgmg them indoors and washlng them
" promptly in a separate load. ‘
“ - Washing off excess dirt from crops, especrally root crops and leafy vegetables before
brlnglng them indoors. T

Additional information on gardenlng in urban envrronments can be found at the following website:
- http: //vwvw clu-in. org/ecotools/urbangar dens.cfm

i - - : . . N
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Response Action Evaluation

Comment #9:

’

A commenter asked if phytoremea’zatlon was conszdered as a removal action alternative durzng the
Engineering Evaluation. : :

Response #9:

Phytoremediation is the direct use of living plants for in situ remediation of contaminated soil, sludges,
sediments, and groundwater through .contaminant removal, degradation, or containment.
Phytoremediation was not considered as a removal action alternative because this technology has not been
shown to be effective in mitigating threats to human health and the environment at sites similar to the
- Jewett Whlte Lead Site. J

There are several distinct limitations to the appllcatlon of phytoremedratlon at thrs srte that precluded the
consideration of this technology as a removal action alternatlve . -

¢ Phytoremediation is mostly limited to the treatment ‘of “surficial contamination due to the
- generally shallow distribution of plant roots. The toot zones of most metal accumulators are
‘limited to the top foot of soil. Either the plants must be able to extend roots to the contaminants,’
or the contaminated media must be moved to.within range of the plants. This movement can be
acconplished with standard agrlcultural equipment and practices, such as.deep plowing to bring
soil from 2 or 3 feet deep to within 8 to 10 inches of the surface for shallow- rooted crops and
grasses, act1v1t1es that can create fugitive dust emissions.:

e - More time ‘may be required to phytoremediate a site as compared with other more traditional
cleanup technologies since phytoremediation ‘is limited by the growth rate of the plants.
Excavation and disposal or incineration takes weeks to months to accompllsh while
phytoextraction or degradation may need several years.

e High lead concentrations (like those found at the S1te) may be phytotox1c and prevent plant .
growth. In addition, plant matter that is contaminated will requnre either proper disposal or an
analysis of risk pathways. HarVesting and proper disposal-is reqiired for plant biomass that
accumulates heavy metals within the plant. The biomass may be subject to regulatory
requirements for handling and disposal, and an appropriate disposal facrllty will need to be
-identified. Should the phytoremedlauon effort fail, an ‘increased mass of material will need to be
remediated.

e A phytoremediation system can lose its effectiveness during the winter (when plant growth slows
or stops) or when damage occurs to the vegetation from weather, disease, or pests.

e Amendments and cultivation practices might have unintended consequences on contaminant
mobility. For example application.of many common ammonium containing fertilizers can lower ".
the soil pH, which might result in increased metal mobility and leaching of metals to the
groundwater.

e . Phytoremediation is inconsistent with the current land use.



- Comment #10: . . N

A commenter stated that an mstttuttonal control coupled with a containment option I, .such as-Alternative
4 (Paving), is an appropriate remedy for the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace portion of the Site but that
EPA’s preferred response -action (Excavation) was selected on the erronéous assumption that, the current,
property owner of 2000-2012 chhmond Terrace would not agree to an mstltutzona/ control on Irs

‘property.
- Response #10:

'The commenter is incorrect in stating that the main reason for EPA’s preferred response action,
Alternative 2 (Excavation and Off-site Treatment/Disposal), is based on the assumption that the current
property owner would not agree to an institutional control for the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace portion
of the Jewett White Lead Site. ~ As stated in the- EPA Guidance on Conducting Non- Time Critical
Removal Actions Under CERCLA, “the purpose of the comparative analysis is to identify the advantages

and disadvantages of each alternative relative to one another so that key. tradeoffs that would affect the .
remedy selection can be ldentlﬁed

“The removal action alternatives were evaluated agai_nst‘ the following three criteria: Effectivehess,_
Implementability, and Cost. : : IR '

. . Effectiveness: The ability of the alternative to meet the objectives within the scope of the removal
action in terms of overall protection of public health and the environment, compliance with
“ARARSs and other gu1dance long-term effectiveness and permanence short term effectiveness,
“and reduction of tox101ty, moblllty or volume; " : :

e Implementability: The technical and administrative feasibility of implementing an alternative and.

... the various services and materials required during the implementation; o

e Cost: The projected cost of each alternative.

- Effectiveness- .~ - - - _ o

1

- -'‘Overall Protection of Public Health and the Environment;

Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site disposal) would be the most protective removal action,
since the risk of incidental contact with waste by humans and ecological receptors and the potential for
contaminant migration from the property would be eliminated by permanently removing the contaminated
soils. Removal Alternative 4 (paving) would be protective of human health and the environment:
however, it is less protective than Removal Alternative 2 because the potential is greater'for direct contact
with principle threat wastes if the cap is disturbed or bréached. This removal action reduces the risk of
incidental contact with waste by humans and ecological receptors by containing the contaminated soil;
however, future activities at the property would be restricted-by this removal alternative.

Compllance with ARARSs:

. EPAin consultatlon with NYSDEC has established a site- specnﬁc Prellmlnary Remediation Goal (PRG)
of 800 mg/kg lead for the Jewett White Lead Site, based in part on the Regional Screening Levels for -
Contaminants at Superfund Sites, Streamlined Human Health Risk Assessment and NYSDEC Part 375
SCOs. Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site treatment/disposal) will comply with the ARARS
and would remove all soils that exceed the site specific PRG. Removal Alternative 4 would also comply

9



with ARARs, but would not comply with To Be Considered (TBCs), and other criteria. Under
Alternative.4 ‘soils will remain in place that exceed the site specific PRGs, however the threat of exposure
to the contaminated soils would be greatly reduced by requiring the contalnment/capplng of all those soils
and waste material that exceed the PRGs.

/

Long-Term: Effectiveness and Permanence

Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site treatment/disposal) would provide a high degree of long-
term protection of human health and the environment by eliminating the possibility of exposure to
contaminants on-Site and the potential for contaminants migrating from the property. The removal of the’
contaminated soils under Removal Alternative 2 would be effective and permanent.

Removal Alternative 4 (paving) would provide a high degree of long-term protection of human health and

- the environment; however, the potential exists for direct contact with contaminants if the asphalt cap is
disturbed or breached. The depth of the protective cap in this removal alternative, as opposed to Removal
Alternative 2 and is significantly less and thus less protective.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment
Under Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-site treatrnent/disposal), contaminants above the PRG
would be removed from the property for treatment/disposal, thereby reducing their toxicity, mobility, and
volume. It is not known; however, to what extent the excavated soils would require treatment prior to
disposal under this alternative. -

Removal Alternative 4 (paving) mcludes ‘the reductlon of toxicity through treatment for that portion of
soil removed from the property and treated as a result of TCLP failure (estimated at 500 cubic yards).
“The ‘mobility -or volume: of~ contaminated- soil that- would: be-left-on-site :would not be:reduced. through

“treatment. - While Alternative 4 would reduce the migration ‘of and-potential ‘exposure to contaminated
~ soils and waste materials, the principle threat wastes would remain in place and the potential remains for '
direct contact with the principle threat wastes if the asphalt cap is disturbed or breached.

Short-Term Effectiveness S o

Removal Alternative 2 and Alternatlve 4 would involve excavating, moving, placing, and in the case of
Alternative 4, re-grading waste. While these. removal action-alternatives present some risk to on-site
workers through dermal contact and inhalation, these exposures can be minimized by utilizing proper '
protective equipment and engineering controls. The vehicle traffic associated with.cap construction. and
the off-site transport of contaminated soils could 1mpact the local roadway system and nearby residents
through increased noise level. Alternative 2 would require the off-site transport of a consnderable amount
of contaminated soil. Alternative 4 would require the delivery. of cap construction materials, and off-site
transport of a much lower volume of contaminated soil removed to re-grade the property.

Under all of the removal action alternatives except the no action alternative, disturbance of the -land
during excavation and/or construction activities could affect the surface water hydrology of the property.
There is a potential for increased stormwater runoff and erosion during excavation and construction
activities that would have to be properly managed to prevent excessive water and waste material loading.
/\pproprlate measures would have to be taken during excavation activities to prevent transport of fugitive
dust and exposure of workers and downgradlent receptors to contammants
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Implementability-

S

- Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site treatment/disposal) would use proven"earthmov_ing

equipment and techniques and established -administrative procedures, and sufficient facilities are available
for treatment and dlsposal of the -excavated soils. Therefore, this alternative would be easily

: 1mplemented

Removal Alternative 4 (pavmg) can be, accomplished usmg technologies known to be’ rellable and readily
implemented. Equipment, services and materials for this work are readily. available. The actions under
this alternative may be administratively difficult since the property owner would have to agree-to the
granting of an institutional control such as an environmental easement for the controlled property. -
addition, the property owner may be required to maintain a Site Management Plan in perpetunty to ensure
the mstltutlonal and engineering controls remain in place and are effective.

- C_ost—

While Alternative 2 has a substantially higher cost ($924,153) than the other removal alternatives, it
compares favorably to the remaining alternatives and provides a proportionately higher level of protection
of human health and the environment.- In addition, the excavation and disposal of the lead contaminated
soils would result in a-permanent action that requires no additional long-term oversight and/or
maintenance. Alternative 2 : )

In summation, considering the three evaluation critieria for selecting removal alternatives, Alternative 2
best meets the removal action objectives for this site, provides a proportionately higher level of protection
to human health and the environment, is the alternative that meets all of the removal action objectives
established in the EE/CA and is supported by the Community of Port Richmond and the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation. This is the basis for selection of Alternative 2 (Excavation
and Off:site Treatment/Disposal) for the removal action at the 2000 2012 Richmond Terrace portion of

. . the Jewett Whlte Lead Site

Comment #11:

A commenter stated that Alternative 4 (Pavmg) is conszstent with EPA and NYSDEC Brownf elds polzczes
and guzdelmes which are intended to put impaired properties back to productlve use.

' Response #11

'

The Jewett White Lead Site is not a Brownﬁelds site. Whlle Brownfields grants are avallable to return
abandoned or underutilized properties to productive use, the EPA Brownfields program is not an.
appropriate mechanism to mmate a cleanup of the Jewett White Lead Site.

Brownﬁelds Cleanup grants providé funding for.a grant recipient to.carry.out cleanup activities at
brownfield sites. Funds may be used to address sites contaminated by petroleum and/or hazardous- -

_ substances, pollutants, or contaminants (including hazardous substances comingled with petroleum).

These grants are awarded on a competitive basis, and are not a guarantee. To qualify for a Brownfields '
grant, an applicant would need to prepare a proposal for review that would meet the threshold and ranking

criteria outlined in the Proposal Guidelinés for Brownfields Assessment, Revolving Loan Fund, and

Cleanup grants To date, no entity has applied for a Brownfields Grant to address the Jewett White Lead
Site. :
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~In a Removal Site Evaluation dated April 24, 2009, EPA determined that a CERCLA ‘removal action is
‘warranted to address the potential threats posed by the presence of waste and contaminated soil at the
Jewett White Lead Site. Removal actions are taken at sntes where a threat or potential threat exists and )
’needs to be addressed in a timely manner. v _ . .

N

Comment #12:
J

A commenter stated that Alternative 4°(Paving) meels the threshold criteria, including compliance with
ARARs. The commenter also states that the statement in Sectton 5.2 of the EE/CA that Alternattve 4 will
not comply with ARARS is erroneous. : » ’

Response #12:

The overall protection of human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs are threshold
_requirements that each alternative must meet in order to be eligible for selection (40 CFR §300 430).
While Alternative 4 (Paving) meets the threshold criteria, mcludmg compliance with ARARs, it is less
protective than Alternative .2 (Excavation) ’because' it " "leaves wastes- containing high
concentrations of lead-in place and the potential remains for direct contact with principle threat -
wastes if the cap is disturbed or breached. This alternatlve reduces the risk of incidental contact

with waste by humans and ecological receptors by contammg the contaminated soil; however it
leaves source material in place. -

Alternative. 4. (pavmg) complies with ARARs, however, this alternative does not comply with To Be
Considered (TBCs): criteria since soils -will remain in place that exceed the site specrﬂc Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs).

EPA agrees that the statement in Section 5.2 of the’ EE/CA that Alternative 4 will ‘not comply with
ARARSs is an madverlent error. .

C()mment #13:

A commbénter stated that EPA’s proposed removal, Alternative 2 (Excavatzon and Dlsposal) greatly .
exceeds the work required by EPA’s own- guldance to protect humans and the environment at a.’
residential property, even though the Site is an industrial/commercial site, and thus the basis for selecting
Alternative 2 is not supported by the site specific conditions or the comparatzve analysis of alternatives
provided in the EE/CA. The Commenter also states that Alternative 4 (Paving) would minimize negative
life-cycle impacts associated with the proposed remedy and is more conszstent with EPA’s Superfund

Green Remediation Strategy. . . '

) Response #13: - : ; : o

EPA dlsagrees that Alternative 2 is not supported by site- specrﬁc condltlons or the comparatrve analysrs
provided in the EE/CA. While the commenter states that the only basis EPA provides for selecting
Alternative 2 is that Alternative 2 is a “permanent” solution and provides a “proportionately higher level
of protection for human health and the environment”, EPA would like to point out that several reasons
besides those re-stated above were provnded in the EE/CA for the selection of Alternative 2 (Excavation
and Off-Site Treatment/Disposal). ~Under section 5.0 Comparative Analysis of Altérnatives and
Recommended Response Action of the EE/CA, EPA provrdes a comparative analysis summary of all five
removal action alternatives, which includes the reasons that Alternative 2 was selected as the preferred
removal alternative for this site. Please see Reponse #10 above
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_Alternative 2 (excavation and off- Slte treatment/dlsposal) would be -the most protective alternative, since
the risk of incidental contact with waste by humans and ecological receptors and -the' potential for
contaminant migration from the property would be eliminated by permanently removing the contaminated
soils. Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site treatment/disposal) would ‘provide a high degree of long-
term protection of human health and the environment by eliminating the possibility of exposure to

contaminants on-Site and the potential for contaminants migrating from the property. The removal of the
contammated soils under Alternative 2 would be effective and permanent.

EPA disagrees that the additional proteetions provided by the excavation and removal of the lead--

contaminated soils is negligible. Alternative 2 (Excavation) provides a permanent action that addresses
the elevated concentrations of lead present in the soils at the surface and at depth on the 2000-2012
Rlchmond Terrace property portion of the Jewett White Lead-Site. * This permanent action would result in
preventing the migration of lead-contaminated soils into the ground water or onto neighboring propertles
It also eliminates the risk of future exposures to the elevated levels of lead present in the Site soils.

Alternative 4, Paving, would not be an appropriate remedy for the 2000-2012 since this removal action
would only require the excavation of up to 6” of soil to maintain grade. Elevated levels of lead would be
left in place in the soil directly beneath an asphalt cap and at depth. Levels of lead at the concentrations
observed at the Jewett White Lead Site are considered source material. Source material is defined as
material that includes or contains hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants that act as a reservoir
for milgration of contamination to groundwater, surface water or air, or act as a source for direct exposure.

The average lead concentrations in the field screened soil samples collected at depths of t-foot, 2-foot, 3-
foot, 4-foot, and 5-foot below grade were 7,083 mg/kg, 20,340 mg/kg, 21,070 mg/kg, 14,388 mg/kg, and
- 5,752 mg/kg, respectively. The highest lead concentration detected in the subsurface was 97,921 mg/kg at
the 2- to 3-foot depth interval. This is over 2 orders-of magnitude above the 400 mg/kg screening criteria
~for lead in a residential setting. At this concentration, lead at the Jewett White Lead site should be

considéred a principal- threat waste. Principal threat wastes' are those source materials that generally
* cannot b reliably contained or would present a significant risk to human health or the environment

EPA's Superfund Green Remediation Strategy sets out current plans of the Superfund Remedial Program
to reduce the demand placed on. the -environment during -cleanup actions and to conserve natural
resources. Cleanup activities use energy, water and material resources to achieve cleanup objectives and
these activities can impact surrounding communities, ecosystems, and-natural resources, EPA recognizes -
that the process of cleanup has the unintended consequence of creating its own environmental footprint.
We have learned that we can optimize environmental performance and implement protectlve cleanups
that are greener by increasing our understanding of the environmental footprint caused by cleanup
activities and avoiding these unintended consequences while ensuring the primary goal of protectmg the
public health and environment.

Best management practices consistent with EPA’s Superfund . Green Remediation Strategy can be
- employed during lmplementatlon of the:selected removal - action including using -clean fuels and
renewable energy sources for vehicles and equipment, retroﬁttmg diesel machinery and vehicles for
lmproved emission controls, reusing construction and routine operational materials, and installing
maximum controls for stormwater runoff. Diesel emissions for all alternatives, with the exception
of the no action alternative, would pose a par’ucular concern in the Port Richmond area, an
environmental justice community' that faces a d1spr0p0rt10nate burden of potential exposure to
environmental hazards. :
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LPA disagrees that Alternative 4 (Paving) is more -consistent with EPA’s Superfund Green Remediation
Strategy. EPA views green remediation as a means to enhance remedy protectiveness, not as a.
disincentive to active remediation processes or an approach that reduces remedy protectiveness.’

~ . Y

Comment #14:
Alternative 2 is.inconsistent with the EPA Lead Handbook.
Rcsponse #14

"~ As stated in the EPA Lead Handbook Introduction, the EPA Lead Handbook “lays out only the minimum
considerations for addressing lead-contaminated residential sites and encourages users to refer to
appropriate agency guidance and/or policy to conduct more stringent investigation and clean-up activities
on a site-specific basis.” While the Lead Handbook provides a consistent national approach for assessing
-and managing risks associated with lead- contammated residential sntes across the country,. it is not
appropriate for use at the Jewett White Lead site.

The lead concentrations observed in the soils at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property both
surficially and at depth, are much higher than concentrations typically seen-on residential properties. One -
soil sample collected at the two foot depth had a lead concentration as high as 240,000 ppm, or 24% lead. -
At these concentrations, lead at the Jewett White Lead site should be considered a “principal threat

waste.” Principal threat-wastes are those source materials that generally cannot be reliably contained or

would present-a significant risk to human health or the environment should an exposure occur. Th’ese ‘
mclude materlals having high concentratlons of toxnc compounds.

Principle threat wastes generally . should be addressed through treatment-oriented - remedies, unless

impracticable. Immobilization (Alternative 5) satisfies CERCILA’s preference for treatment of principle

threat ‘wastes, isgenerally effective for metals, and -is a commercially available and demonstrated
technology; however,; immobilization is not an appropriate removal alternative for this site as stated in the

March 2011 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis. Alternative 2 (Excavation) will address the principle

threat wastes present on the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property, while Alternative 4 (Paving) would
lcave the principle threat wastes untreated. According to the EPA’s Guide to Principal Threat and Low -
Level Threat Wastes, the lead concentrations observed. at the Site confirmhigh toxicity and qualify as a

principal threat waste, which is defined as a sourcé material that generally cannot be reliably contained or

would present a significant risk to human health or the environment-should-exposure occur. While some"

source materials can be safely contained or adequately treated at effective costs, the exceedingly high

toxicity associated with the high levels of lead at the Site reduces confidence i in treatment alternatives due

to technical limitations, as well as the long-term reliability of containment.

] Comment #15:

: EPA has found that neither groundwater nor surface water are bemg impacted by the Slte and thus
'lmpact to water.is not a baszs to support a more stringent remedy.

R_espdnse #15:

EPA disagrees with this comment. Groundwater samples were collected from two of the three monitoring
wells installed at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property on October 28, 2010. One well, PO-03, was
found to be dry at the time of sampling. While lead was not detected in the groundwater samples collected
from the two monitoring wells installed at the 2000- 2012 Richmond Terrace property, impacts were
- observed at the 2015 Richmond. Terrace property. Detectable concentratlons of lead (39 ug/L) were
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present in the groundwater sample collected from the 2015 Richmond Terrace property portion of the
" Jewett White Lead site exceedmg the EPA Maxrmum Contaminant lelt (MCL) (15 ug/L)

Results of TCLP analysis indicate that leachable lead is present in the soils throughout the Jewett White
Lead Site. Even though the lead was not observed in the groundwater directly beneath the from 2000-
© 2012 Richmond Terrace property, the potential exists for the lead to leach under certain conditions into
the groundwater. A removal action is necessary to ensure that the leachable lead does not migrate into the
water table. Source removal is an 1mportant part of the comprehenswe response action for the area. (-

. Surface water samples were collected in the Kl” Van Kull to determine if lead contaminated soils and -
sediments migrating from the 2000-2012.Richmond Terrace property were impacting the waterway. No
observable impacts were found during the sampling conducted in October 2010; however, additional
sampling in the Kill Van Kull along the 2015 Richmond Terrace property is required to determine if the |
Site is impacting the water body Itis premature at this time to state that the Jewett White Lead Site is not ~
impacting the Kill Van Kull.

* C0mment#l6 R - ‘ . ‘ o0

A commenter stated that the potentzal cost of Alternattve 2 is significantly underesnmated The cost o/
this option does not provide a proportzonate benefit -to health and the environment and is a waste of
valuable (and scarce) financial resources. ' SR :

7

Response #16:

EPA drsagrees that the potentral cost of Alternative 2 (Excavatlon) is 51gn1ﬁcantly understated EPA
‘believes that the vertical extent of contamination throughout the Site has been delineated and that accurate
cost estimates based upon the “Lead-Impacted Soil Isopach Map (included in the March 20] 1 EF/CA as
Figure3-4 in Attachment III) has been made. :
As stated in the EE/CA, under Alternatlve 2, the excavation of all soils containing lead greater than 800
mg/kg for lead will extend across the Site until a hard surface, such as a roadway or sidewalk, is
encountered. The only portion of the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property that has not been fully
delineated-horizontally is associated with sample S-C4 located on the southern boundary: of the property
adjacent ;the..elevated rail line. Additional soils on the adjacent rail line property may need to be
addressed-if they exceed the preliminary remediation goal of 800 mg/kg; however, the additional soils are
not expected to significantly increase the time or costs associated with the excavation and off-site
treatment/disposal of the lead-contaminated soils. :

As stated in the Preamble to the 1990 National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan.

(NCP), “the various criteria have been categorized according-to their functions in the remedy selection

process as threshold, balancing, and modifying criteria. This designation demonstrates that protectlon of
human health and the environment will not. be compromised by other factors, including cost.” The
~-Preamble to the 1990 NCP also states that “...tradeoffs among alternatives with respect to the long-term
_effectiveness-and permanence they afford and the reductions in toxicity, mobility, or volume they achieve
through treatment are the most important conSIderatlons in the balancing step by which the remedy is
selected.” - |

The effectlveness and permanence of Alternative 4, pavmg the 2000-2012. Rlchmond Terrace property
would be entirely dependent upon the' effective maintenance of the asphalt pavement cap and access
controls and the proper enforcement of the institutional controls.” Since Alternative 4 (Paving) does not
permanently address the contamination at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property, the long-term

1
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. effectiveness is uncertain. In contrast, the effectiveness and permanence of Alternative 2 (excavation) is
not dependent upon the maintenance of a long-term engineering or institutional control and affords a
higher level of protection. to human health and the environment. It also eliminates a source of
contamination which may be affecting the downgradient groundwater. ' :

Comment #17:

- A ¢commenter stated that the selection of Alternative 2 is not consistent with EPA’s “Presumptive Remedy
~ for Metals-in-Soil Sites” (September 1999). ' ' : \ '

Response #17:

EPA disagrees that that the selected response action, Alternative 2, is inconsistent with EPA’s
Presumptive Remedy for Metals-in-Soil Sites (September 1999). This guidance identifies the presumptive
remedy for contaminated soils constituting principal threat waste at metals-in-soil sites to be: (1)
reclamation/recovery, where it is feasible, or (2) immobilization. Although the reclamation/recovery ‘of
lead was not evaluated in the EE/CA, the selection ‘of :Alternative’2 -does not preclude off-site
reclamation/recovery as a treatment option. Reclamation/rechery_ of lead could be incorporated in to
Alternative' 2 during the planning and implementation: phases-of the ‘removal action if -feasible and
‘practicable. ' :

For low-level threat waste found at metals-in-soil sites, the presumptive remedy is containment. In
addition, the NCP states that EPA expects to usé “treatment to address the principle threats posed by a
site, wherever practicable” and. “engineering controls, such as containment, for wastes that pose relatively
low long-term threat.” (40 CFR §400.430(a)(1)(iii)). - ' i

‘As stated.in Response #13 above, the elevated lead concentrations present in.the surface and.sub-surface .
" soil at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property are considered a principal threat waste, and these
principle threat wastes generally should be addressed through treatment-oriented remedies, unless it is
considered impracticable. Containment does not involve treatment, does not reduce toxicity or waste
‘volume, will restrict future uses of a site and is not consistent with the presumptive remedy guidance for
principal threat waste. ' ' ' : - :

During public meetings held within the Port Richmond, :Staten . Island . community, there was an
overwhelming response from the community requesting :EPA take.an aggressive .approach to addressing
the lead-contaminated soils at the Jewett White Lead Site. The Presumptive Remedy for Metals-in-Soil
Sites (September 1999) states that “if the public expresses strong opposition to the presumptive remedy
under consideration, site managers may need to include non-presumptive remedy options in the

evaluation. In this case, site managers may evaluate alternative technologies along with the presumptive
remedy.” EPA’s inclusion and selection of Alternative 2 (Excavation) as the preferred removal action

" remains consistent with the Presumptive Remedy for Metals-in-Soil Sites Guidance.

It is important to note that the EPA’s Presumptive Remea’y~ for Metals-in-Soil Sites (September 1999) is
intended solely as guidance, and EPA officials may decide to follow the guidance, or act at variance to the
guidance based upon an analysis of specific site circumstances. As stated in the Guidance document “this
presumptive remedy guidance should be used unless site-specific factors suggest a contrary approach.”
The presumptive remedy guidance derived from the mandates of CERCLA §121 and based upon previous
Superfund experience was developed as a guideline to communicate the types of remedies that the EPA .
generally anticipates to find appropriate for specific types of wastes. Site specific information is always
taken into consideration when determining the most benéficial remedy for a site. There are various
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alternatives that can be consndered and.one remedy is not always the appropriate remedy for all metal soil
sites. : , _ ‘ ‘ ,

‘Comment #18:
- A commenter stated that Alternative 4 is more appropriate than Alternatives 3 or 5.
" Response #18: .

EPA disagrees that Alternative 4 (Paving) is more appropriate than Alternatives 3 (Capping) or S
(Immobilization). As discussed in Section 5.2 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives, Alternative 4
(paving) would be protective of human health and the environment; however, it is less protective than
Alternative 3 or Alternative 5 because the depth of the cap is less (6 inches as opposed to 2 feet) and the
potential. is therefore greater for diréct contact with principle threat wastes if the cap is disturbed or
breached. As discussed in greater detail in the EE/CA, the effectiveness and permanence of alternative 4
would be dependent upon the effective maintenance of the asphalt pavement cap, access controls, a Site
Management.Plan, and the proper enforcement of the land-use controls to ensure that the institutional and
engineering -controls remain in place and are effective. - In contrast, ‘Alternative 2, Excavation and
Disposal,-best.satisfies the evaluation criteria based on the comparatwe analysis used to assess each of the
alternative removal actions. EPA’s sélection of Alternative 2 is based on the proven effectlveness of the
action, the ease of implementation, and the relative cost. : :

Comment #19: T
A commenter stated that semi-annual groundwater monitoring for a period of 30 years to verify the.
success of the removal action is not warranted based on site speczf ic mformanon and should not be
requzred as an element of any removal action option.

A

Response #19:

EPA disagrees that semi-annual groundwater monitoring for a period of 30years is not necessary to verify
the success of the removal action. Groundwater samples were collected from two of the three monitoring

. wells installed at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property on October 28, 2010. One “well, PO-03, was
found to be dry at the time of sampling. While lead was not-detected in the groundwater samples collected
_from the*two monitoring wells installed at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property, impacts were’
observed at the 2015-Richmond Terrace property. Detectable concentrations of lead (39 pg/L) weré
present in the groundwater sample collected -from the 2015 Richmond Terrace property portion of the -
Jewett White Lead site exceeding the EPA Maximum Contaminant Limit j(MCL) (15 pg/L). ‘

TCLP sampling indicates that leachable lead is present'in the soils throughout the Jewett White Lead Site.
Even though the lead from 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace was not observed in the groundwater directly
beneath the property, the potential .exists for the lead to-leach under proper. conditions: into the

groundwater. The conditions that induce leaching are the presence of lead -in soil at concentrations that. .-

either approach or exceed the sorption capacity of the soil, the presence in the soil of materials that are
capable of forming soluble chelates with lead, and a decrease in the pH of the leachmg solution (e.g., acid
rain). If lead-contaminated soils are to be left in place, groundwater would need to be monitored to
ensure that the selected removal action remams effective and that lead is not mlgratmg into the water
table - : : Y- :
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Comment #20:
A commenter stated that EPA misstates N_L s participation in the EPA process.

Response #20:

The purpose of the responsiveness summary, is to respond to comments received on EPA’s preferred
remedy. It is not appropriate for EPA to respond to any comments discussing a potentially responsible
party’s participation in the EPA process. ' ‘
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. . _ Ad_ditionalg Site I_nvestigatiorrs :
‘Comment #21:

'One commenter is very concerned with the- Moran property (2015 Richmond Terrace) based upon the
reported lead results and its use as an active business with large unpaved areas. The commenter also
stated that on p. 3 of EPA’s March 2011 report, the average surface lead concentration at the 2015
Richmond Terrace property was 5,082 milligram/kilogram, but the EPA presentation mdzcated that
surface lead concentrations ranged from 145 ppm to 2,730 ppm in surface samples

Re_sponse #21:

Soil sampling conducted.at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property (formerly the location of Sedutto’s
Ice Cream) revealed the presence of elevated levels of lead throughout most of the property, both laterally
-and with depth. The average surface lead concentration at this property was 5,081 mg/kg (or ppm). The
average lead concentration in the soil samples collected at depths of 1-foot, 2-foot, and 3-foot below .
.grade were 28,245 mg/kg, 61,201 mg/kg, and 53,398 mg/kg, respectively.

On June 15, 2009 EPA collected 14 surficial soil samples from the 2015 Richmond Terrace property .
(Moran Towing Corp.). The soil samples were collected from portions of this property where exposed
soil was present or where the asphalt paving appeared to be in disrepair.. Elevated levels of lead were
found to be in the samples collected at concentrations that ranged from 145 mg/kg to 2,730 mg/kg, with
an average concentration of 1,030 mg/kg .

Additional soil samplmg conducted at the 2015 Richmond Terrace property in October 2010, revealed the
presence of elevated levels of lead throughout most of the property similar to the concentrations found at
the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property. The 2015 Richmond Terrace is mostly covered with asphalt
paving with only a small portron that is unpaved; however srgmﬁcant portions of the asphalt pavmg are in
serious dlsreparr :

This property is the subject of a separate, on-going removal investigation. Additional environmental
samples collected from the 2015 Richmond Terrace property in August and September 2011 will be
analyzed and evaluated to determlne what actions are necessary at this property

Comment #22:

One commenter asked if the 2015 Richmond Terrace property has a preferred response-action, or if it is
going to be handled separately. They also asked if the lead is migrating into the water.
Response #22: |

,No the 2015 Rlchmond Terrace property does not- have -a preferred response action at this time.
Additional information is needed for EPA to determine the most appropriate removal action for this
portion of the Jewett White Lead Site. ‘ :

‘The additional environmental sampling and enalysis to be performed at the 2015 Richmond Terrace
property and adjacent properties will prov1de us information about whether or not the lead contamination

S mlgratmg mto the groundwater or into the Kill Van Kull.
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Communicating Project Status
Comment #23:

One commenter asked if EPA has a timeline for-implementing the selected removal- actzon at the 2000—
2012 Richmond Terrace property '

Response #23: '
'EPA expects to the cleanup of the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property will start early in 2012.

.Comment #24:
: e
Several commenters asked if EPA will continue to share mformatzon with the community about the work’
10 he performed at the Jewett White Lead Site.
{

- Response #24: :

EPA will continue to coordinate with the appropriate New York City and New York State Agencies to
cnsure that' appropriate méasures are in place to protect the public during the selected removal action. -
EPA will also keep the public informed of future actions at the 2015 Richmond Terrace property portion

of the Jewett White Lead Site.

EPA will provide updates to the public-in the form of Community Fact Sheets that will be distributed in
the community and placed in the Administrative Record available for the public to view at the Port.
Richmond Branch of the New York Public Library and in the Superfund Records Center located at the
EPA offices in Edison, New Jersey.

Cdmment #25:

One commenter asked if EPA publishes materials, documents and fact sheets, in Spamsh as well as
English. :

Response #25:

Yes. All documents generated by EPA for distribution to the public have been published in both English
and Spanish. EPA will continue to publish bilingual documents for the Jewett White Lead site. ' :
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. Futili'e U§_e of Site' .

Comment #26:

One commenter expressed concern .abo‘ut_ informing future property owners,ofwérk performed by EPA alt
the property. The commenter asked if there would be any kind of flag on the property if the zoning is
.. changed. o - S ' . —

Response #26:

EPA will maintain records that-a removal action was taken at the Jewett White Lead Site, and that the -
~removal action will only address soils with lead concentrations greater than 800 mg/kg. If a zoning
change is proposed at some date in the future for.this property, then it would be incumbent upon the
current property owner at the time of the zoning change to ensure that the removal action remains
protective to public health and the environment.
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| interirir Removal Action at 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace Property

: Comment #27:
. /o

One commenter asked how stable the 2000 2012 ‘Rlchmond T errace property is now, and if EPA is takmg

actions to ensure it is stabilized. .

‘Respo_ns‘e #27:

As stated in Responée #7, the property owner implemented an interim removal action under EPA
oversight at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property portion of the Jewett White Lead Site in April
2009. The control measures in place reduce the potential for lead contammated soils to migrate off the
property until a cleanup plan is developed. : : :

During ground intrusive sampling performed at the Jewett White Lead Site by the EPA, lead was not
detected in the perimeter air samples above both worker safety and National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). Based upon the results of the air sampling and the controls put in place to limit the
migration of contaminants from the site, the site is currently stable. The interim removal action
implemented at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property is only temporary, and EPA will implement a
more permanent removal-action to ensure that the measures taken at the property remain protective should
the temporary measures deteriorate over time. :

EPA will continue to evaluate the safety of the community as part of the plarming process for the cleanup . -

of the site, and will ensure that appropriate actions are taken to protect the community during the cleanup.

Comment #28:

One commenter. inquired about the frequency of EPA’ s visits to the Jewett White Lead Szte
Rcsponse #28:
'EPA visits the site as needed to conduct oh—going in\/estigations and to ensure that existing site controls:

remain intact and are effective in protecting the public. As such, the frequency of these visits varies.
EPA will be present to provide oversight for-all removal activities at the Jewett White Lead Site.

Comment #29: )
One commenter asked if it is the property owner’s responsibility to maintain the interim removal action.

Response #29:

" Yes. Thé maintenance of the interim removal measures is the responsibility .of the current. property
~ owner. It will also be the responsibility of the property owner and future property owners to ensure that
removal actions taken at the property remain protective of human health and the environment.
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CERCLA Non-Time-Critical Removal Action at the Jewett White Lead Company
Site, Staten Island, Richmond County, New York. | -

" FROM: _mMIVSwga,.m-Me@oMor@( ' QN_ L

SUNEQ_ I: Documentation of concurrence with the preferred removal action alternative for a

Removal Action Branch _
"TQ: -~ Walter E. Mugdan, Division Director
- Emergency and Rémedial Response Division

THRU:  Joseph D. Rotola, Chief
: . Removal Action Branch

~S;‘g mNo.: A218

The purpose of this memorandum is to document youi concurrence with the preferred removal
~ ‘action altemative for the 2000-2012 Richrmond Terrace portion of the Jewett White Lead
Company Site located in Staten Island; Richmond County, New York (the Site).

The Jewett White Lead Company Site (“the Site”) includes the one-acre parcel of land at
2000-2012 Richmond Terrace, the approximitely 4.4-acre parcel of land at 2015 Richmond
Terrace, and the areal extent of contamination. The mechanism for past releases of hazardous
substances, as defined by CERCLA, to the environinent appears to have been the Site’s use in the g
manufacture of white lead and possible waste disposal practices associatod with the operations. .
An Enginecring Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) was prepared by EPA, Region 2 in support of
the Non-Time-Critical Removal Action for the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace portion of the o
Jewett White Lead Site. . : : :

Five removal action alternatives were identified and cvaluated in this EE/CA to address the
contammated soils and shallow groundwater: at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace portion of the -
. Jowett White Lead Site: No Action (Akemative 1), Excavation and Off-Site Disposal .
(z)\)t'ema’tive 2), Capping (Alternative 3), Paving (ARcrnative 4), and Immobilization (Alternative.
& A

. EPA proposes Altemative 2, Excavation and Disposal, as the removal action altemative for th’e‘ N
2000-2012 Richmond Terrace portion of the Jewett White Lead Site. This determination is based
on the proven effectiveness of the action, the ease of implemcntation, and the relative cost.
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The preferred alternative would mvolve the excavation and removal of approxxmately 4 242-

cubic yards of lead contaminated soil from the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property. While
Alternative 2 has a substantmlly hxghcr cost{($924,153) than the other removal alternatives, it
compares favorably to the remaining alternatives and provides a proportionately: ‘highier level of
protection of human health and the environment. In addition, the excavation and disposal of the
lead contaminated soils would result in a permanent action that requires no addmonal long-term .
oversight and/or maintenance. : : '

The proposed removal action is the preferred response action for the Site. Changes to the
preferred removal action or a change from the preferred removal action to another removal action
may be made if public comments or additional data mdlcate that such a change w111 result in a
more appropriate actlon

The final decision regarding. the removal -action will be made after EPA has taken. into
consideration all public comments. Th¢ decision will be documented in an-Action Memorandum,
which will also address public comments ‘received on this proposed removal ‘action. The
Administrative Record will include a responsiveness summary which- will address all public
comments.

" I recommend that you concur with the preferred removal action alternative for the 2000-2012 '
Richmond Terrace portign of the Jewett White Lead Site by signing below. '

.Approved: _ Date: /A 3/ -29//"

Walter E. Mugdan, foector ;
Emergency and Remedlal Response DlVlSlOﬂ

Disapproved: - ' o . . Date:
Walter E. Mugdan, Director S '
Emergcncy and Remedial Response vaxsxon

TOTAL P.02
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Superfund Proposed Response Actlon

March 201 1

Jewett White Lead Site

Port Richmond, Staten Island,
New York

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

This document describes the response actions considered for the -

2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property portion of the Jewett White

Lead Site and ‘identifies the preferred response actlon w1th the.

rationale for this preference

The document was developed by the U S Envnronmental Protectlon .
‘Agency (EPA) in consultation with the New.York State Department_ .

of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). EPA is issuing this

document as part of its public participation responsnbllltles underi
‘the. Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,. and_

Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended, and the National 011 and

- Hazardous Substances Pollution - Contingency Plan (NCP) ~The |
response actions summarized. here are described in’ more detail in -
EPA _and :

EPA’s Engineering Evaluatlon/Cost Analysis_(EE/CA).-
“NYSDEC encourage. the public to review the EE/CA to gain'a more

" comprehensive understandmg of the site and the proposed response

actlon L I 1_‘,

This document is bemg prov1ded as a supplement to the EE/ CA to

- inform-the: publlc of EPA’s preferred response action and to solicit

public comments pertaining to all the response actions evaluated as: -

~well as the referred response actlon

consists “of’ excavatmg and. ;
-cublc yards of lead contammated,&

MARK YOUR CAI.ENDARS

-‘March 4, 2011 Apnl 17, 2011:..
V-Publuc comment penod related to .
] th;s document ‘

COMMUNITY ROLE IN THE
SELECTION PROCESS

EPA relies on public input to ensure
that the concerns of the community
are considered in selecting an effective
response action for each Superfund
site. To this end, the EE/CA and this
document have been made available to
the public for a public comment period
which begins on March 4, 2011 and
concludes on April 17,2011.

A public meeting will be held during
the public comment period at the CYO
at 120 Anderson Avenue, on March 16,
2011 at 7:00 pm. to present the
conclusions of the EE/CA, further
elaborate on the reasons for
recommending the preferred response
action, and to receive public
comments.

Comments received at the public
meeting, as well as written comments,
will be taken into consideration in
selecting the removal action, and will
be documented as part of the decision
document (called an Action
Memorandum) which will formalize
the selection of the response action.




INFORMATION REPOSITORIES

Copies . of - this document and - supporting
documentatlon are-_available - at the followmg
mformatnon reposntones S

‘ To revnew onlme visit:

Www. epa. gov[reglonOZ/superfund/remova__[
|ewettwh|telead

%"To revnew a paper copy, please contact: -
New. York Pubhc lerary, S

Written comments on this document shou]d be
addressed to:

Kimberly Staiger, On-Scene Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
2890 Woodbridge Avenue, MS-211

Edison, N] 08837 -

Fax: (732) 906-6182
E-mail: staigerkimberly@epa.gov

SITE BACKGROUND
Site Description' ‘

The Jewett White Lead Site consists of the
historic footprint of the former Jewett White Lead
.Company facility and the extent of contamination
which includes the 1.07-acre parcel of land at
2000-2012 Richmond Terrace and the
approximately 4.41-acre parcel of land at 2015

Richmond Terrace (of which, approximately 2.25-

acres is not covered by the surface waters of the

Kill Van Kull).

. The site is situated within an urban mixed use
- residential neighborhood with concentrations of

industrial and manufacturing facilities situated
along the waterfront, within the Port Richmond -
section of the Borough of Staten Island, New
York.

The Site is located on the North Shore of Staten
Island in the Port Richmond section. The area
around the Site is a mix of residential, light
industrial, and commercial. A residential
neighborhood commences just south of the
elevated railroad line. The nearest residence is
located approximately 100 feet south of the Site.
Bus stops are present on both sides of Richmond

-Terrace in front of the Site and on Park Avenue

across the street from the entrance to the 2000-
2012 Richmond Terrace property.

The 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace portion of the
Site is bordered to the south by an abandoned
railroad line, to the west by Park Avenue, and to
the north and east by Richmond Terrace. The
2015 Richmond Terrace portion of the Site is

_bordered to the east by a shipyard facility, to the

west by Cable Queen, a New York submarine
contracting company, to the north by the Kill Van
Kull (a body of water which is a tributary of the
New York Harbor), and to the south by Richmond
Terrace. The two properties are separated by
Richmond Terrace, the main roadway running

. east-west parallel to the Kill Van Kull.

The 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property
portion of the Site, which is the subject of this
EE/CA, is presently owned by Perfetto Realty
Corporation (PRC). The property is currently an
unpaved vacant lot that had been utilized as a
staging/storage area for construction-related
materials. The 2015 Richmond Terrace property -
portion of the Site is presently owned by the

Moran Towing Corporation, an active tug boat

facility. Buildings, concrete, or asphalt cover
most - of the Moran Towing Corp. property,
although there are several areas where the
asphalt or concrete is in disrepair exposing bare

soil. -




In 2009, EPA selected Port Richmond, and the
adjoining neighborhoods along the north shore of
Staten Island,, as a nationally-designated
Environmental Justice Showcase Community.
The Environmental Justice Showcase
Communities effort seeks to bring together
governmental and non-governmental
organizations and pools their collective resources
and expertise on the best ways to achieve real
results in communities.

Site History

Jjohn Jewett & Sons White Lead Company
operations originated at 2015 Richmond Terrace
where they owned and operated the Site from
1839 until April 3, 1890 when National Lead
acquired the Site property. When National Lead
purchased the business, they extended the white
lead operations across the street to include the
property at 2000 Richmond Terrace. National
Lead owned and operated at both propertles until
approximately 1943,

On December 31, 1943, Moran Towing
Corporation "acquired the 2015 Richmond
Terrace portion of the Site from National Lead.
The 2015 Richmond Terrace property portion of
the Site is presently owned by the Moran Towing
Corporation, an active tug boat facility.

On May 31, 1946 National Lead sold the portion
of the Site located at 2000 Richmond Terrace.
Between 1949 and 1990, various businesses
operated at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace
property including Sedutto’s Ice Cream factory.
The buildings on this portion of the Site were
eventually razed and cleared after several fires
occurred at the Sedutto’s Ice Cream factory.

The 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property was
sold at auction on January 26, 2007 to Leewood
Park Avenue LLC. PRC purchased the property
from Leewood Park Avenue LLC on October 18,
2007, and currently owns the 2000-2012
Richmond Terrace portion of the Jewett White
Lead Site. The property was utilized by PRC to
store equipment and materials from local
construction projects.

by,

The 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property
portion of the Site is currently an unpaved vacant
lot. The ground surface at this portion of the Site
consists of mostly grassy soils with some stone
near the entrance. The soils have been disturbed
in the past due to the presence of heavy
machinery and vehicular movement. '

SUMMARY OF SITE INVESTIGATIONS AND

EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

In December 2008,- EPA and contractor
representatives from the Removal Support Team
collected soil samples from test pits at the- 2000-
2012 Richmond Terrace property. Off-property
samples were collected from four locations along
Richmond Terrace in order to determine if
contamination had migrated from the -property.
Elevated levels of lead are present throughout
most of that property, both laterally and with
depth. The average surface lead concentration
was 5,081 milligrams/kilogram (mg/kg). The
average lead concentration in the soil samples
collected at depths of 1-foot, 2-foot, and 3-foot
below grade were 28,245 mg/kg, 61,201 mg/kg,
and 53,398 mg/kg, respectively. In addition, the
four off-property sample locations were found to

contain lead concentrations ranging from .383
'mg/kg to 2,760 mg/kg.

" 'On April 6, 2009, at EPA’s re’qliest and oversight,

the property owner of 2000-2012 Richmond
Terrace initiated an interim removal action to
stabilize conditions at the property. The interim
removal action completed on April 20, 2009
established a. grass cover on the lead-
contaminated soils to limit the migration of wind-
blown lead dusts from the property onto
neighboring residential properties. In addition, a
silt fence was installed along the property lines to

prevent surface water runoff containing lead-

contaminated - soils/sediments from = being
transported off the property onto the adjacent
sidewalks. While these measures temporarily
limit the exposure threat, permanent measures
are needed to eliminate the potential for human
exposures to soils contaminated with hlgh levels
of lead on the property.




In jJune 2009, EPA collected off-site soil samples
in the surrounding community, including in
residential backyards of the properties
immediately adjacent to the former Jewett White
Lead Company facility property and in a
background area located upwind of the Site.
Elevated levels of lead were found in the
residential backyards - sampled and in the
surrounding community with an- average lead
concentration of 549 mg/kg in the surface soils
(0-2” depth) in the backyards, and an average
concentration of lead in the surface soils in the
background area of 788 mg/kg.

Attribution analysis indicates that environmental
sources of lead other than from the Site are the
primary contributors to lead contamination in
this community. Other potential sources of lead
include leaded gasoline emissions, exterior lead-
based paint, elevated steel structures, and former
industrial processes.

On June 15, 2009, EPA collected surficial soil

samples from the 2015 Richmond Terrace
property portion of the Jewett White Lead Site.
The soil samples were collected from portions of
the property where exposed soil was present or
where the concrete and asphalt appeared to be in
disrepair. Elevated levels of lead were found to
be in the samples collected at concentrations that
ranged from 145 mg/kg to 2,730 mg/kg.

From October 4 to October 28, 2010, EPA and its
contractor representatives began collecting
additional soil samples at both properties that
comprise the Site to determine the extent of
contamination. Monitoring wells were installed
© to determine the ground water impacts from the
lead contaminated soils. In addition sediment
and surface water samples were collected from
. storm sewer outfalls to the Kill Van Kull to

determine if the lead contamination from the

2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property had
impacted the waterway.

The field screening results from the sampling
event in October 2010 at the 2000-2012
Richmond Terrace property indicates that the
elevated levels of lead at the property are

confined to the upper four feet of soil with the

exception of a small well defined area located in
the southwest corner of the property ad]acent
Park Ave.

Ground water samples were collected from two

“of the three monitoring wells installed at the

2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property on
October 28, 2010. Lead was not detected in the
ground water samples collected from the two
monitoring wells installed at the 2000-2012
Richmond Terrace property.

Soil borings were installed to the water table at
the 2015 Richmond Terrace property from
October 11 to 15, 2010. Elevated levels of lead.
are present throughout the property beneath the
asphalt paving. The average lead concentrations
in the field screened soil samples collected at
depths of 1-foot, 2-foot, 3-foot, and 4-foot below
grade were 3,884 mg/kg, 6,473 mg/kg, 7,591
mg/kg, and 12,541 mg/kg.

SUMMARY OF HEALTH RISKS
Human Health Risk

Based upon the results .of the investigations
noted above, a streamlined human health risk
assessment was conducted to estimate the risks
associated with current and future site conditions
at the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property
portion of the Jewett White Lead Site.

The current land use is zoned

~ commercial/industrial, and the future land use is

not expected to change. However, this
assessment included screening . against the
residential screening criteria, as a conservative
measure to provide a range of the risks
associated with each exposure scenario. :

In soil, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, copper, iron,
lead, manganese and mercury exceeded their
respective residential screening criteria and were
identified as contaminants of potential concern
(COPCs). When compared to their respective
screening criteria, a cancer risk or non-cancer
hazard was generated for each chemical based
upon the maximum detected 'concentration,
whichever was the most sensitive health
endpoint. This evaluation was conducted for all

Sg?



was the ‘most

of exposure to the carcmogen

lead, the toxicity assessment is based on
exceeding the 10 ug/dL blood - lead
concentration. -

imum di’étected _

sensitive health ndpomt. For carcmogens .
‘cancer risks are ‘generally expressed as the
incremental probablllty of an 1nd1v1duall\ ,
 developing cancer over a llfetlme as’a result"-‘

" The rlsks assoc1ated wrth exposure to lead i
are not - expressed as a" probability of:.
developmg cancer. ~ But rather compared to-
a screening value which corresponds to a
-threshold - of no more than 5% of.children -
'exposed would “have a- blood lead level
greater than 10 pg/dL. - The CDC has
identified a blood lead concentration level of.
10 pg/dL as the level of concern ‘above
which significant -health: risks occur.” For

constituents whlch exceeded thelr respectwe

screening level.

The maximum detected concentrations of COPCs
(individually) are below the HI = 1 or within the
cancer risk range, with the exception of lead and

manganese.

Three detected chemicals in groundwater
samples exceeded their respective tap water
screening criteria. = The maximum -detected

concentration for Iron corresponds to 0.9 HI,
which is below EPAs threshold of 1. 'The
maximum detected concentration for manganese
corresponds to a 5.6 HI, which slightly exceeds
EPAs threshold of 1. The maximum detected
concentration of arsenic corresponds to a cancer

-risk of 1.6 x 10-3, which exceeds EPA cancer risk

range. It should be noted that Arsenic was
detected only in one of the three monitoring wells
sampled at the site.

The 'samples collected and analyzed using the
XRF indicate that the maximum detected
concentration of lead (97,921 mg/kg) exceed its
respective screening criteria for the child (400
mg/kg) and adult receptor (880 mg/kg). The
average lead concentration at the surface (0-2ft)

cis 27,443 mg/kg and is much higher when

compared to the total soil (surface and
subsurface) lead concentration throughout the
Site (11,245 mg/kg).

The lead results indicate that the -average
concentration on the Site (surface and
subsurface) presents an unacceptable risk to the

‘current industrial/commercial receptor and the

potential future resident.
Ecological Risk

Concentrations of lead and other metals at the
2000-2012 Richmond Terrace portion of the Site
are sufficiently high to present risk to ecological
receptors. The fact that little viable habitat exists
at the property may represent a mitigating factor
by reducing the possibility of ecological exposure.

REMOVAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

There are potential exposure pathways, via
incidental ingestion of soil and inhalation of
fugitive dusts that may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to humans and the
environment, and no other party, government or
otherwise, is currently taking a timely response
action to mitigate the threat. There is a threat of
further releases at and from the Site. Without a
response action, contaminants at the Site could
migrate to area soils, sediment, surface water,
and groundwater : :




Therefore conditions at the site meet the criteria
for a removal action under CERCLA, as
documented in Section 300.415(b)(2)(i) of the
NCP, namely the actual or potential exposure to
nearby human populations from hazardous
substances, and Section 300.415(b)(2)(iv) of the
NCP, namely that high levels of hazardous
substances . are in soils largely at or near the
surface, that may migrate. '

The following removal action objectives were
established for the site:

e Prevent or minimize the migration of
hazardous substances released at the Site
to the area’s soils, sediment, surface
water and groundwater;

e Abate, minimize, stabilize, mitigate, or
remove the contaminants from the soil
such that unacceptable risks to human
and ecological receptors are eliminated;
‘and

e Restore the property to its current use.

EPA has determined that a non-time-critical
removal action is appropriate to abate, prevent,
minimize, stabilize, mitigate, or eliminate these
threats to public health, welfare, or the
environment. The proposed response action is
considered non-time-critical because interim

removal actions implemented at the 2000-2012

Richmond Terrace property have temporarily
limited the exposure threat; however, permanent
‘'measures are still needed to eliminate the
potential for human °
contaminated with high lévels of lead on the
. former Jewett White Lead property.

SUMMARY OF REMOVAL ACTION
ALTERNATIVES '

Five potential removal action alternatives were
~ developed and are described below:

Alternative 1: No Action

Capital Cost: $0

exposures to soils

Transportation and Disi)osal Cost: $0
Operation and Mainténam;e Costi: $0
Presént ~ Worth Cost: | $10,5_OO »
Construction Time: .0 months.

The Superfund pfogram requires that the “no-

action” removal alternative be considered as a
baseline for comparison with the other removal

alternatives. The no-action removal alternative

for soil does not include any physical removal
measures that address the problem of soil
contamination at the property; however, it would
include the implementation of a public awareness
program (at a cost of $10,500) so that nearby
residents are advised about the threats posed by
the contamination located on the Site.

Alternative 2: Excavation and Off-Site

Disposal/Treatment o

Capital Cost: $171,146
Transportation and Disposal Cost: ~ $626,787

$14,509

Operation and Maintenance Cost!:
Present - Worth Cost: $924,153
Construction Time:

2-3 months

_ Under this removal alternative, approximately
'4,242-cubic yards of soils would be excavated.

The available soil analytical results will be used
to determine initial excavation dimensions. Soil
samples would be collected from the walls and-
base of the initial excavation and analyzed for

- metals. If analytical results of the post-excavation

samples indicate that residual concentrations
exceed the minimum action level, additional soil
would be excavated, followed by additional
confirmatory sampling. The process would be
repeated until analytical results reveal that all the
soils containing metals concentrations greater
than 800 mg/kg for lead have been removed, or

10&M costs include the present value of groundwater
monitoring and cap maintenance for 30 years.

\




until a hard surface such as a roadway or
sidewalk are encountered.

Once confirmatory sampling results indicate that
excavation activities are completed, the
excavated areas would be backfilled to restore
the property to the existing grade. Backfill would
consist of certified clean soil from an approved
off-site source. The top 6 inches of backfill would
be soil that would meet the needs of the property
owner, either organicrich loam capable of

supporting vegetative growth, an inorganic travel

layer (i.e., stone dust or crushed stone), or a
combination of both. A vegetative cover would
. be planted immediately followmg placement of
any topsoil layer.

Excavated soil will be sampled at the rate
required by the proposed treatment, storage and
disposal facility (TSDF), using TCLP analytical
methods. As the final phase of this alternative,
excavated soils will be transported and disposed
of at an appropriate TSDF.

Alternative 3: Capping

Capital Cost: $119,450
Transportation and Disposal Cost: $354,618
Operation and Maintenance C_ostl: $112,860
Present - Worth Cost: $644,076
Construction Time:

. 3 months

Under this. removal alternative, an estimated
2,400 cubic yards of soil (the upper 2 feet)
would be excavated to maintain the existing
grade and accommodate the approximately 1-
acre multi-layer cap that would be constructed
over the contaminated soils. The cap layers, from
bottom to top, would consist of the following:

Grading Layer: Common fill would be placed to
create positive surface water run-off.. Some on-
site materials would be used for common fill.

Barrier Protection Layer: A 40-mil (0.040-inch)
thick  flexible membrane liner (FML)

manufactured from high-density polyethylene’
(HDPE). The HDPE liner provides a low-

- permeability layer that would act as the primary

liner in retarding infiltration. Common fill layer
would be placed at a thickness of 20 inches to
provide protection for the HDPE and drainage
layer.

_Geosynthetic Drainage Layer: The drainage layer

would be used to remove surface water that
infiltrates through the upper layers of the cap.
The drainage layer would tie into a drainage
system located within an anchor trench around
the perimeter of the cap.

Clean Fill Layer: This layer would provide

protection for the barrier and drainage layers,
and would comprise approximately 1.5 ft of clean
fill.

A Vegetative Soil Layer: A uppermost cover layer
that would meet the needs of the property owner,
either organic-rich loam capable of supporting
vegetative growth, an inorganic travel layer (i.e.,
stone dust or crushed stone), or a combination of
both would be place at a thickness of 6 inches to
accommodate, the root system of the vegetatlon

' selected for the cap

After capping, the property would be landscaped,

fenced, and posted. This removal alternative

would also include implementing institutional
controls necessary to protect the integrity of the
cap. Such an approach may include the
imposition of an institutional control in the form
of an environmental easement granted to
NYSDEC for the property, and a Site Management
Plan to assure the institutional and engineering
controls remain in place and effective.

Property maintenance = activities, including
maintaining the fence and signs, removal of trees
and shrubs on the cap that can puncture the
geomembrane with root growth, monitoring for
invasion by burrowing animals, and repair of any
erosion, would be necessary to maintain the -

‘integrity of the cap system

Groundwater beneath the Site will be menitored'
at the three onsite wells semi-annually for a




period of up to 30 years, to verify the success of
the removal.

Alternative 4: Paving

Capital Cost: $139,500
Transportation and Disposal Cost: $73,879
Operation and Maintenance Cost1: $112,860 )
Present - Worth Costs: $354,711
Cohstructioﬁ Time: 2 months

This removal alternative would involve the
construction of an approximately 1-acre asphalt
pavement over the graded contaminated soils. In
order to maintain the current grade at the Site,
the top 6 inches of contaminated soil (500 cubic
yards) would be removed, in order to
accommodate the pavement.

After paving, the Site would be fenced and posted.
This - ‘response action would also include
implementing institutional controls necessary to
-protect the integrity of the cap.  Such an
approach may include the imposition of an
institutional control in the form of an
environmental easement granted to NYSDEC for
the property, and a Site Management Plan to
‘assure the institutional and engineering controls
remain in place and effective.

Property maintenance activities; including

maintaining the fence andsigns, repair of any
erosion and/or cracks, would be necessary to
maintain the integrity of the paving system.

. Groundwater beneath the Site will be monitored
at the three onsite wells semi-annually for a
period of up to 30 years, to verify the success of
the removal.

Alternative 5: Immobilization

Capital Cost: $145,455
Transportatidn and Disposal Cost: $0
Operation and Maintenance Cost: $112,860

(

‘Present - Worth .Costs:

$279,315

Construction Time: 2-3 months

Under this removal alternative, the top two feet
of lead contaminated soil would be treated in-situ
with a concrete additive which would immobilize

~ the lead in the soil, preventing leaching to surface

water and groundwater, as well as preventing
contact with deeper, untreated, -lead-impacted
soils. The treatment would be accomplished by
adding the concrete additive and water to the soil
via an industrial tilling machine, in two, 1-ft lifts.
The additive would not significantly increase the
volume of treated soils, such that no soil removal
will be required to maintain current grade. Once
cured, the treated area will provide a surface that
precludes vegetation growth and burrowing
animals, and a suitable surface for the current
site use, storage of construction equipment. No
further cover will be required. '

After immobilization, the three onsite monitoring
wells would be replaced, and their surface
completions would be sealed to the ground
surface. Following monitoring well installation
and development, the Site would be fenced, and
posted. Such an approach may include the
imposition of an institutional control in the form
of an environmental easement granted to the
NYSDEC for the property, and a Site Management
Plan to assure the institutional and engineering
controls remain in place and effective.

Groundwater beneath the Site will be monitored
at the three onsite wells semi-annually for a
period of up to 30 years, to verify the success of
the removal.

EVALUATION OF REMOVAL ALTERNATIVES

To select a removal alternative for a site, EPA

conducts a detailed analysis of the viable removal
actions. The detailed analysis consists of an

"assessment of the individual removal actions

against each of these evaluation criteria
(effectiveness, implementability, and cost) and a
comparative analysis focusing upon the relative
performance of each removal action against those
criteria. '




Effectiveness

This criterion refers to a removal action’s ability
to meet the removal action objectives. The
overall assessment of effectiveness is based on a
combination of factors, including overall
protection of public health and the environment,
compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness

and permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility,

and volume through treatment;, and short-term
effectiveness, as follows:

e Overall protection of human health and
the environment assesses whether the

response actions are protective of public
health and the environment The

‘evaluation - will focus.-on how each -
adequate -

response action achieves
protection and describes how the
response action will reduce, control, or
eliminate risks at the site through the use

- of treatment, engineering, or institutional
controls. )

e Compliance with . ARARs addresses

whether or not a response action would
meet all of the applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of other federal
and state environmental statutes. Other
federal or state advisories, criteria, or
guidance are “To-Be-Considered” (TBC)
criteria. TBCs are not required by the
NCP, but may be useful in determining
what is protective of a site or how to
carry out certain actions or requirements.

e Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
involves the evaluation of the extent and
effectiveness of the controls that may be
required to manage the risk posed by
treatment residuals and/or untreated
wastes at the site. This criterion also
considers the adequacy and reliability of
controls and addresses the need for post-
removal site control.

e Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and

Volume through Treatment includes
evaluating the anticipated performance of

specific treatment technologies. This

evaluation addresses the statutory

- preference for selecting response actions
that employ treatment technologies to
permanently and significantly reduce
toxicity, mobility, or volume of wastes.
Factors that will be considered, as
appropriate, include: the treatment or
recycling processes the response actions
employ and the materials they would
treat; the amount of hazardous materials
to be destroyed or treated; the degree of
reduction expected in toxicity, mobility,
or volume; the degree to which the
treatment would be irreversible; the type
and quantity of residuals that would
remain after treatment; and whether the
response action would satisfy the
preference for treatment.

o Short-Term Effectiveness examines the
effectiveness of response actions in
protecting public  health and the
environment during the construction and
implementation period until the removal
action objectives have been met. The
following factors will be considered:
potential for short-term risks to- the
affected community as a result of the
response action; potential impacts on
workers during the response action, and
the effectiveness and reliability of
protective measures that would be taken;
potential adverse environmental impacts
of the response action, and the
effectiveness and reliability of protective
measures that would be taken; and time
until protection is achieved. o

Implementability

14

Under this criterion, the ease of implementing the
removal actions will be assessed by considering
the following factors:  technical feasibility,
including . technical difficulties and unknowns
associated with the construction and operation of
a technology, the reliability of the technology,
ease of undertaking additional removal actions,
the ability to monitor the effectiveness of the

" removal action, and the extent to which the

removal action contributes to the efficient




performance of any long-term remedial action;
administrative feasibility, including activities
needed to coordinate with other offices and
agencies, the ability to obtain necessary
approvals and permits from other agencies (for
off-site actions), and statutory limits on removal
actions; availability of services and materials,
including the availability of adequate on or off-
site treatment, storage capacity, and disposal
‘capacity and services; and the availability of
necessary equipment and specialists, ~and
provisions to ensure any necessary additional
resources; and the availability of prospective
technologies for full-scale application.  This
criterion will also assess state and community
acceptance, as described below.

indicates whether,

"e State Acceptance

based on the review of the EE/CA and this

document, the State agrees with, opposes,
or has no comment on the preferred
removal action at the present time.

e Community Acceptance, which will- be
assessed in the Action Memorandum,

refers to the public’s general response to
the removal actions described in the
EE/CA and this document.

Cost

The costs that will be assessed include the capital -

costs, including both indirect and direct costs;
transportation and disposal, operation and
maintenance costs, which include annual
_groundwater monitoring and cap maintenance
costs; and present-worth costs, which include the

capital costs plus the present value of 30 years of -

post-removal site control costs (calculated at a 7
percent discount rate).

~ Comparative Analysis of Removal Actions
A comparative analysis of the removal actions
based upon the evaluation criteria noted above

follows:

Effectiveness

Overall Protection of Publlc Health and the
Environment

Removal Alternative 1 (no action) would not be
protective of human health and the environment
since it does not actively address the potential
human health and ecological risks posed by the
contammated soils.

Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site
disposal) would be the most protective removal
action, since the risk of incidental contact with
waste by humans and ecological receptors and
the potential for contaminant migration from the

. property would be eliminated by permanently

removing the contaminated soils.

. Removal Alternative 3 (capping) would be‘

protective of human health and the environment.
This removal action reduces the risk of incidental
contact with waste by humans and ecological
receptors by containing the contaminated soil
beneath a 2’ soil cap. Capping would also prevent
surface contaminant migration from the property
and reduce the potential migration to the
groundwater.

Removal ~Alternative 4 (paving) would be.
protective of human health and the environment;
however, ‘it is less protective than Removal
Alternative 2 or 3 because the depth of the cap is
less and the potential is therefore greater for
direct contact with principle threat wastes if the
cap is disturbed or breached. This removal action
reduces the risk of incidental contact with waste
by humans and ecological receptors by
containing the contaminated soil. The asphalt
paving would also prevent surface contaminant
migration from the property and reduce the
potential migration to the groundwater.

Removal Alternative 5 (immobilization) would be
protective of human health and the environment.
Immobilization of contaminants in the top two
feet of contaminated soil via in-situ treatment
with a concrete additive would immobilize the
lead in the soil, prevent surface contaminant
migration from the property and reduce the
potential migration to the groundwater, as well
as preventing contact w1th deeper, untreated,.

{

s




lead-impacted soils. This .removal alternative
reduces the risk of incidental contact with waste
by humans and ecological receptors by treating
the top two feet of contaminated soil. '

Compliance with ARARs

Since the contaminated soils would not be
addressed under Alternative 1 (no action), this
removal alternative would not comply with the
site specific Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG)
of 800 mg/kg lead. EPA in consultation with
NYSDEC has established a site-specific PRG of

- 800 mg/kg for lead at the Site, based.in part on
the Regional Screening Levels for Contaminants
at Superfund Sites (November, 2010),
Streamlined Human Health Risk Assessment and
NYSDEC Part 375 SCOs. The PRG was used to
estimate the volume of contaminated soils and
waste materials at the Site. '

Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site
treatment/disposal) will comply with the ARARS
(e.g., the RCRA disposal regulations).

Removal Alternatives 3 (capping), 4 (paving), and
5 (immobilization) will not comply with ARARs,
TBCs, and other criteria since soils will remain in
place that exceed the site specific PRGs, however
the threat of exposure to the contaminated soils
would be greatly reduced by requiring the
containment/capping of all those soils and waste
material that exceed the PRGs.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Removal Alternative 1 (no action) would involve
no controls and, therefore, would not be effective
in preventing exposure to contaminants on-Site
or the migration of contaminants from the

property.

Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site
treatment/disposal) would provide a high degree
of long-term protection of human health and the

and permanent.

Removal Alternatives 3 (capping) and 5
(immobilization) would both provide a high
degree of long-term protection of human health

. and the environment in that they would eliminate

the possibility of exposure to contaminants on-
site and the potential for contaminants migrating
from the property. The effectiveness and
permanence of both of these removal alternatives
would" be dependent upon the effective
maintenance of the cap and the proper
enforcement of the institutional controls.

 Removal Alternative 4 (paving) would provide a

high degree of long-term protection of human
health and the -environment; however, the
potential exists for direct contact with
contaminants if the asphalt cap is disturbed or

~ breached. The depth of the protective cap in this
- removal alternative, as opposed to Removal

Alternatives 2 and 3, is significantly less and thus
less protective.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume
Through Treatment

Removal Alternative 1 (no action) would provide
no reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume.

“Under Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-
site treatment/disposal), contaminants above the
PRG would be removed from the property for
treatment/disposal, thereby reducing ' their

+ toxicity, mobility, and volume. It is not known,

environment by eliminating the possibility of

exposure to contaminants on-Site and the
potential for contaminants migrating from the
property. The removal of the contaminated soils
under Removal Alternative 2 would be effective

however, to what extent the excavated soils
would require treatment prior to disposal under
this alternative.

Removal Alternatives 3 (capping) and 4 (paving)
include the reduction of toxicity through
treatment for that portion of soil removed from
the property and treated as a result of TCLP
failure (estimated at 2,400 and 500 cubic yards,
respectively).  The mobility or volume of
contaminated soil that would be léft on-site
would not be reduced through treatment. These
Alternatives would reduce the migration of and
potential exposure to contaminated soils and
waste materials.




Removal Alternative 5 (immobilization) would

not result in the reduction of the toxicity or

volume of contaminants in Site soils through
- treatment. The mobility of the contaminants
would be greatly reduced, preventing the
migration of contamination to the ground water
and/or surface water. '

Short-Term Effectiveness

Since Removal Alternative 1 (no action) does not
include any physical construction measures in
any areas of contamination, it would not present
a risk to the community as a result of its
" implementation.

" Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-site
treatment/disposal), Alternative 3 (capping),
Alternative 4. (paving), and Alternative 5
(immobilization) would involve excavating,
moving, placing, and, in the case of Alternatives 3
and 4, re-grading waste. While all of these four
removal action alternatives present some risk to
on-site workers through dermal contact and
inhalation, these exposures can be minimized by
utilizing proper protective equipment and
" engineering controls. The vehicle traffic
associated with cap construction and the off-site
transport of contaminated soils could impact the
local roadway system and nearby residents
through increased noise level. Alternative 2
would require the off-site transport of a
considerable amount of contaminated soil
Alternative 3 and 4 would require the delivery of
cap construction materials, and off-site transport
of a much lower volume of contaminated soil
removed to re-grade the property. Alternative 5
would require the delivery of a concrete additive.

Under all of the removal action alternatives
except the no action alternative, disturbance of
the land during excavation and/or construction
activities could affect the surface water hydrology
of the property. There is a potential for increased
stormwater runoff and erosion during excavation
and construction activities that would have to be
properly managed to prevent excessive water
and waste material loading.
measures would have to be taken during
excavation activities to prevent transport of

Appropriate -

fugitive dust and exposure of workers and
downgradient receptors to contaminants.

Implementability

There are no implementability issues for the No
Action, Removal Alternative 1.

Removal Alternative 2 (excavation and off-Site

treatment/disposal) would use ‘proven
earthmoving equipment and techniques and
established administrative procedures, and

sufficient facilities are available for treatment and
disposal of the excavated soils. Therefore, this
alternative would be easily implemented.
{ .

Removal Alternatives 3 (capping), 4 (paving) and
5 (immobilization) can be accomplished using
technologies known to be reliable and can be
readily implemented. Equipment, services and
materials for this work are readily available. The
actions under these alternatives may be
administratively difficult since the property
owner would have to agree to the granting of an
institutional control such as an environmental
easement for the controlled property. In
addition, the property owner may be required to
maintain a Site Management Plan in perpetuity to
ensure the institutional and engineering controls
remain in place and are effective.

State Acceptance

The State of New York prdvided input on the
EE/CA during its preparation and agrees with the
preferred removal action.

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the preferred removal
action will be assessed in, the Action
Memorandum following review of the public
comments received on the EE/CA and this

document.
Cost
The estimated capital, transportation and

disposal costs, operation and maintenance costs?,
and present-worth costs for each of the response




actions are presented below.

$0 $0 $0 $A1'0,.05’04
$171,146 | $626,787 | $14,509 | $924,153
$119,450 | $354,618 | $112,860 | $644,076
$139,500 | $73,879 | $112,860 | $354,711
$145455 | $0 | $112,860 | $279,315

Alternative 2 has the highest present worth cost
($924,153) of the alternatives considered, but it
has no operation and maintenance costs.
Alternative 5 has low capital cost, no
transportation and disposal costs, but-it is not a
permanent solution and has on-going operation
and maintenance costs.

- PREFERRED RESPONSE ACTION

‘Both Alternatives 3 and 5 use two feet of soil in
combination with engineering and institutional
controls to prevent exposure to contaminated
soils (below the two-foot depth of excavation and

at the surface, respectively). The actions under -

these removal alternatives address the principle
threat, but may be challenging since the property
owner would have to agree to the granting of an
institutional control such as an environmental

easement for the controlled property. In.

addition, the property owner may be required to
maintain a Site Management Plan in perpetuity to
ensure the institutional and engineering controls
remain in place and are effective.

Alternative 4 (paving) would only remove the top
six inches of contaminated soil, leaving principle
threat wastes at or near the surface, and the
potential exists for direct contact with the

10&M costs include the present value of groundwater
monitoring and cap maintenance for 30 years.
2T&D includes all transportation and disposal costs.

contaminants if the asphalt cap is disturbed or
breached. While this alternative may- provide

“long-term protection of human health and the

environment; since the depth of the protective
cap is only six inches, as opposed to the two feet
in Alternatives 3 and 5, this alternative is less
protective and not a viable removal alternative.

While Alternative 2 has a substantially higher
cost ($924,153) than the other removal
alternatives, it compares favorably to the
remaining removal actions and provides a
proportionately higher level of protection of
human health and the environment. In addition,
the excavation and disposal of the lead
contaminated soils would result in a permanent
removal action that requires no additional long-
term oversight, operation and maintenance, and
monitoring. '

Based upon an evaluation of the various

response actions, EPA recommends the
following as a non-time critical removal action at
the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property
portion of the Jewett White Lead site. This
preference is based on the proven effectiveness
of the response action, the ease of
implementation, and the relative cost.

Removal Alternative 2: Excavation and Off-
Site Treatment/Disposal

$171,146

Capita] Cost:

Transpoi'tation and Disposal: $626,787
‘Operation and Maintenance: $14,509
Present - Worth Cost: $924,153
Construction Time: 2-3 months

Under this removal action, approximately 4,242-
cubic yards of soils would be excavated. The
available soil analytical results will be used to
determine initial excavation dimensions. Soil
samples would be collected from the walls and
base of the initial excavation and analyzed for
metals.  If analytical results of the post-
excavation samples indicate that residual




concentrations exceed the minimum action level,
additional soil would be excavated, followed by
additional confirmatory sampling. The process
would be repeated until analytical results reveal
-that all the  soils containing metals
concentrations greater than 800 mg/kg for lead
have been removed, or until a hard surface such
as aroadway or sidewalk are encountered.

Once confirmatory sampling results indicate that
excavation activities are completed, the

excavated areas would be backfilled to restore:

the property to the existing grade. - Backfill
would consist of certified clean soil from an
approved off-site source. The top 6 inches of
backfill would be soil that would meet the needs
of the property owner, either organic-rich loam
capable of supporting vegetative growth, an
inorganic travel layer (i.e, stone dust or crushed
stone), or a combination of both. A vegetative
cover would be-planted immediately following
placement of any topsoil layer.

“As the final phase of this action, excavated soils
will be transported and disposed of at an
appropnate TSDF.

EPA believes that the preferred response action
would provide the best balance of tradeoffs
among the response actions with respect to the
evaluating criteria. EPA also believes that the

preferred response action would be protective

of human health and the environment, would
comply with ARARs, would be cost-effective, and
would utilize permanent solutions and response
action treatment technologies or resource
recovery technologies to the maximum extent
practicable.

pi—

Where can I review the EE/CA?
The EE/CA for the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace
property portion of the Jewett White Lead Site is
available for public review at the locations below.

To review online, visit: - -~ R
www.epa. gov[reglonOZ[superfundz:emoval[
1ewe hltelead o B , :

To review: a paper copy, please contact

e - New York Public lerary, Port
~ Richmend Branch located at
. 75 Bennett Street -~ B
- PortRichmond ° 0 .- BRI
: Staten Island NY 10302 RO

Ce Superfund Records Center = i - ER
. .. USEPA Region 2 locatedat -, . .. . 1} =
2890 Woodbridge Avenue =~ .
Edlson, Nj 08837 - .t

How can I submit comments about _
S " the EE/CA" o b =

. The publlc comment period for the EE/CA is open-

from March 4, 2011 until April 17, 2011. EPA asks *
that the publlc submit comments on or before the*
comment perlod closes on April 17 2011

RN

' Comments can be submitted by ';; SR

‘Mall comments to: :
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- EPA Seeks Pubhc lnput on Cleanup Optlons for
Lead-Contammated Slte in Staten Island, N Y.

'Contact for News Media: John Senn (212) 637- 3667 senn. lohn@epa gov - > '
~Contact for Members of the Public: Wanda _Ayala (212) 637-3676, ayala.wanda@epa.gov

(New York, N.Y.~ March 8, 2011)— The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is seeking input
from the public on the options EPAhas developed to address lead-contaminated soil from part ofthe -
Jewett White Lead srte in Staten Island, N.Y. Elevated levels of lead.were found throughout the portion
of the site at 2000 2012 Richmond Terrace. Itis necessary- to address the lead- contammated soil to
alleviate threats to human health and the environment. The options were developed in consultatron with -
the New York State Department of Envrronmental Conser\//atron '
~ "Lead poses serious health risks, especially to chlldren which makes the cleanup of lead contaminated
soil at the Jewett Whlte Lead site a priority for EPA said EPA Regional Admrnrstrator Judith Enck
"EPA has developed several options for cleamng up the Jewett White Lead site and we encourage
members of the public to share their views on the- -selection of a frnal cleanup plan.”
) - r V
A public meetrng wull be held on March 16 2011 at 7:00 p.m. at the CYO at 120 Anderson Avenue in
Staten Istand to present the optrons and EPA's preferred cleanup method, and to recelve public
comments. Comments received at the’ publtc meeting, as well as wrrtten comments will be taken into .»
consideration in selecting the cleanup option, and will be documented as part of the final decision

'document which will formallze the selection of a cleanup approach
/

L

-Five-cleanup options for. addressmg the contammated sonl are descrrbed in EPA’s Engrneenng
E Evaluation/Cost Analysis for the Slte They include:- '
. Excavating more than 4,200 cublc yards of contammated soil and replacing rt with clean soil;
o Excavatrng 2,400 cubic yards of contaminated soil and installing several layers of various synthetrc '

‘and’ natural materials to “cap” and .contain the remaining, sorl




« Excavating 500 cubic yards of'centaminated soil and paving over the exposed area; and ’
.o - Treating the top two feet of contaminated soil and using a concrete additive; whrch would
immobilize the lead and prevent it from leaching into water and other soil, and

.« Taking no actlon which is an option that EPA is requrred to consider for any cleanup plan.

EPA’s preferred approach is to excavate more than 4, 200 cubic yards of lead-contaminated soil and

replace it with clean soil.

A summary of the Engineering Evaluatron/Cost Analysrs is available on EPA’s website at:
"http //www epa. qov/req|on02/superfund/removaI/1ewettwh|telead/ Copies are also avallable at the New ‘
Yprk PUblIC Library, Port Richmond Branch at 75 Bennett Street, Port Richmond, Staten Island, N.Y.
and at EPA’s Edison, NJ office at 2830 Weodbridge Avenue, Edison, N.J. EPA will accept comments
“that are submitted or postmarked by April 17, 2011. - |

Written comments on EE/CA can be sent to:
_ IKimberly Staiger, On-Scene Coordinator.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
2890 Woodbridge Avenue, MS-211
_ Edison, NJ 08837 o o o '
Fax: (732) 906-6182 ' -
E~ma|l staiger. krmberly@epa gov

For more information-on the Jewett White Lead site, visit ‘ R

http://wWw.epa;qov/reqiOnOZ/superfund/removaI/jewetfwhitelead/.

. Fol|ow ERA Reglon 2 on Twitter at hitp: //twrtter com/epareqron2 and vrsnt our Facebook page

http://www. facebook com/epareqronz

11014 - | ~ N

290 Broadway, New York, NY 10007-1866 - www.epa.gov/region2
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rage ) o1 i

-

Jewelt- Whlte Lead Site, Staten Island, NY - remedaatlon required
NRPA2 |

to. -

Kimberly Staiger ]

03/07/2011 08: 30 PM

Cc: \

Nswcsibt .

Show Details-

’

‘Dear Ms. Staigér :

‘ Ptease utilize Alternate 2, requmng excavation of the contaminated soil, under proper protocols, for attemptmg
- to remediate the site of its ponsonous metals. .

The Site has been a scourge on the neighborheod for too long.
Excavation , removal , and safe disposal is what lslrequtre,d.‘
Thank you for-your attention to thié matter.

James Scarcella, NRPA -

ﬁ]c-://C:\Documems and Sem'ngs\kslaiger\Local}Settings\‘"lNempl\n'Qtes4E3882\~webI639.hlm 3/8/2011




March 8, 2011

To: Kimberly Staiger, OSC
U.S. EPA, Region 2 '
2890 Woodbridge Avenue
Edison, NJ. 08837

Dear Ms. Sta‘iger:

- As a resident of Staten Island | want Alternative 2"::'to’be»used'to rémediate and

clean up the John J. Jewett &Sons White Lead Company/Seduttos Ice Cream

* Factory Site, located at 2000 Richmond Terrace; Port Richmond, Staten Island,
- NY. 10302. ‘ , o : _ -

“Alternative 2: Excavation and Off- Site Treatment/Disposal,

“Under this alternative, the contaminated soils and waste materials would be—
‘excavated and transported off- Site for treatment/disposal. The excavated areas
would be backfilled with clean fill and re vegetated.” ‘

Aiternative 2 remediation and cleanup: will finally allow for this-community to
move forward and not have to continually live in fear of lead exposure from this
particular location - regardless of who the owner is, or how the property. will be
developed in the future. This property will finally have a clean slate to work from.

Name ' B

Sincerely,




‘Staten Island Alt 2 ' . - ' .
mii’cruz to: Kimberly Staiger ' . 03/09/2011,02:46 PM
~ Please respond to milcruz2005° "~ - :

S PRSI WO U OUL I DU SR VRN

Dear Ms. Staiger:

As 4 resident of Staten Island I -want Alternative 2: to be used to remediate
and clean up the John J. Jewett &Sons White Lead Company/Séduttds Ice Cream
Factory Site, located at- 2000 Richmond Terrace, Port Richmond, Staten Island,
NY. 10302. : ) : ' ,
“Alternative 2. Excavation and Off- Site Treatment/Disposal,

Under this alternative, the contaminated soils and waste materials would be
excavated and transported off- Site for treatment/disposal. The excavated
aréas would be backfilled with clean fill and re vegetated.” .

Alternative 2 remediation and cleanup: will finally allow .for this community
"to move forward and not” have to continually live. in fear of lead exposure from
this. particular location - regardless of who the owher i§, or how the property.
will'be developed in the future. This property will finally have a clean slate
to work from. : ' : :

Sincerely,

~ Mildred Dorta. . o



Page 1 of |

Jewett White Lead/Seduttos site
- Christina Montorio , .
to: . ‘
Kimberly Stalg,er .
03/09/2011 04:40 PM '

Ce:

nswe:

Show Details

Dear Ms. Staiger,
.On behalf of the Coalition for Healthy Ports, please accept the followmg/comments
We recommend that the Jewett White Lead/Seduttos site to undergo the Alternat:ve 2 treatment

Alternatwe 2: Excavatuon and Off- Slte Treatment/ stposa!
Under this alternative, the contaminated soils and waste materials would be excavated and transported off- Site

for treatment/disposal. The excavated areas would be backfilled with clean fill and re vegetated.

: Aftemative 2 will ensure that the residents of Staten Island will never have to-deal with this particmar lead issue
ever again at this site. It is better and safer for the community and.its better for Staten Islanders.

) Sincer\el\y, , . . _

The Coalition for Healthy-Ports ‘ \
http://www.cleanandsafeports.org/new-yorknew-jersey/ . o

file://C:\Documenis aiid Settings\kstaiger\Local Settings\Temp\notes4E3 882\7web9966.htm S/‘lO/ZOl 1




Page 1 of )

Jewett White Lead/Seduttos Site
DiBerardino, Marge

to: ’

Kimberly Staiger

03/09/2011 05:10' PM

Show Details

| write to urge that the Jewett White Lead/Seduttos Site on Staten Island undergo -
Alternative 2: Excavation and Off-Site Treatment/DisposazI.

Thank you for'yourvatten‘tion. S : Co N

Marge DiBerardino ' , <

.

ﬂlc://C:\Documehts and Scnings\kstaiger\Loéal Set-tiﬁgs\Témp\notesé&lB892\~web3 152.htm  -3/10/2011

,



Page 1of |

Jewett While l.ead Remediation -

vmgillen - ' .

to: N
Kimberly Staiger’ -
03/09/2011 09:35 PM.

Show Dectails

Wasphytorerﬁediation considered? Please advise.

Thank you.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\kstaiger\lL.ocal S_enings\Temp\no@sMiB8'82\~web7079.htm 371012011



Page | of |

Comment: Jewett White Lead I{earmg
victoria gillen '
to: : '

Kimberly Staiger s

03/14/2011 11:42 AM

Show Details

lam a xesxdenl parent ofthrec I slrongly urge implementation of Option #2: it's the onlv viable
option, Please note: 1 am using the specific word "viable" very deliberately! .

Thank you.

Victoria M. Gillén . o S

S

ﬁlc://C:\Documems and Sem'ngs\kstaiger\LocaI S'e11_ings\71'emp\nolcs4E3882\;«web4478.h1m- 3/14/2011




rage 1 o1 1

Jewett White Lead Removal Site, EE/CA/Response Action Public Comment

C Van Guilder

Ctor | '

Kimberly Staiger -

- 03/15/2011 02:28 PM
Show Details

March 15, 2011

Kimberly Staiger, OSC* - L ,

US EPA Region 2 : ‘ 4 -
2890 Woodbridge Avenue : . . '
Edison, N1 08837

Dear Ms. Staiger

Below are my comments concemmg Ihe Englneerlng Lvaluanon/Cost Anal) sis: for the Jewett White
Lead Site, Stalen lsland New York. :

" Asa local resident, [ support Alternative 2: Excavation and Off-Site Treatmcnt/stposal as the
-removal action to accomplish the. remova] a(,tlon ObjGCUVCS '

My reasons for this cho:ce are as follows : :
l) ‘The North Shore of Staten Island, with its many industrial uses past and present, should be a

priority area for programs aimed at reducing héalth impacts of contamination. ;o

2) The contamination on the site has been there for many decades and has already eredted (0o mdny
“health risks for users of the property and nearby residents.

3) The history of this site proves that itis very easy for contaminated sites {o be lost in the shuffle

_ such that agencies, owners and neighbors do not even know that the contamination exists.

4) Itis unclear what future plans the property owner has for the property or even whether he/she

" plans to keep the property long-term. -

, 5) Alternative 2 provides the most complete and permanem solution.

6) The community would rather not have to keep monitoring the site to ensure that any less than .
permanent alternatives were implemented and maintained through future owners and future uses.

“In conclusion, as a community member, I vote for Alternative 2.

Thank you, =

Carol Van Guilder

file://C:\Documents and Settings\kstaiger\Local Seuings\Temp\nOtes4E3882\¥web9877lh1'm 3/15/2011




Jewett White'Lead/Sedutto's site o« ' _
Caroline Cutroneo to: K:mber!y Stalger . . 03/15/2011 11:08 PM

T, N, T R STIES  % WA A ot - A A <

Dear Ms. Staiger,

I am a Staten Island resident who is concerned about lead pollution and
poisoning. I worked in the Port Richmond area and I saw firsthand the
limitations placed on children who couyld .not play safely in parks and even in
their own backyards for /fear of lead contamination.

Even though the Jewett White site is supposedly’ secured it is our
responsibility to safely remove contamination from this neighborhood, which
has suffered from the placement of toxic industrial businesses.

T urge the EPA to implement Altefnatlve 2, in which contaminated soils on the
site would be excavated and transported off-site for ‘treatment and dis sposal,
and vegetation planted in its place. This is the most responsible method for
reducing ‘the threat of contamination and brlnglng somé much-needed greenery to
this nelghborhood .

Thank you-fgr your attention to this matter. \

Caroline Cutroneo



rage 1 of 1

EPA Public:Comment Meeting on Jewett White Lead/Seduttos Site
Buzga, Kara ’ :

o '

Kimberly Staiger . )
03/16/2011 12:01 PM . } . ' ‘ . i ' S
Show Details : : o . o -

Dear Kimperly Staiger, - ) . -

ediation efforts and treatment of toxic waste sites on Staten Island - panicularly Jéwen Ave. / )
e is for the Excavation and Off Site. Treatment / Disposal of contaminated soils and waste materials. |
| also like the idea of using clean back filf to re-fill the contaminated

In response to your request for public comments on rem
Sedutto's ice Cream Site, please be advised that my vot
believe that this proposal is the best proposal to excavate and treat contaminated soil
sites as well as the idea to plant new vegetation to these contaminated sites.

_Thank you for compiling resident resbonses, : : ' . ’ .

Kara Buzga -
Manager of Special Projects . ’ P

* MILBERG..
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This electronic message -transmission «contains ATTORNEY PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL information intended only for the use of the individual o
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MTA Bus: Stops

nswe : S v

to: )

Wanda Ayala, Kimberly Staiger

03/16/2011 12:49 PM

Show Details
' HI ‘Wanda and Kim,
’ Are we going to have a problem with the MTA temporarrly moving the bus stops a few yards to the right or left of .
the Jewett.property during the clean up so that people are not:standing right there as the work is being done. It

seems counter productrve in not exposrng resndents if they are standmg just a couple of feet away waxtmg ona
bus.

Beryi

Beryl.A. Thurman Executive Drrector/Presrdent I .
.NSWC : . -

SAVE ALL OF ARLINGTON MARSH!

To'stop recervmg e-mails from the North Shore Waterfront Conservancy of Staten Island. Please REPLY to this
message with the word UNSUBSCRIBE in the message. Box

The North Shore Waterfront Conservancy of Staten Island,; Inc P O.Box 140502 Staten Isiand, NY. 10314 ,

ﬁlé://C:\Documems and Settings\kstaiger\Local Settings\Temp\notes4E3882\'~w‘eb9686.htm‘ 45/1‘0/201 1




New York State Department of Env:ronmental Conservatlon
Division -of Environmental Remediation: U

Remedial Bureau B, 12" Floor
625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-7016

_ Phone: (518) 402-9768 » Fax: (518) 402-9773 o - - Joe Mhrtens
Website: www.dee.ny.gov : Co . - Commissioner

MAR 1 & mt

Kimberly Staiger
On-Scene Coordinator . : .
USEPA Region 11 - ' o -
Removal Action Branch ‘ : 4
2890 Woodbridge Avenue

MS-211

Edison, NJ- 08837

RE: Jewett White Lead Site
Staten Island
Prefcrred Non-time Critical Runoval Action Plan

Dear Ms. Staiger:

[ have reviewed the proposcd "non-time critical removal action" for the portion of the
Jewett White-Lead site located at 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace, in the Port Richmond section of
. the Borough Staten Island. The EPA's preferred alternative is to remove contaminated soils with
lead concentrations greater-than 800 ppm from the site: The New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) is supportive of this alternative  as it would remove
more than 4000 cubic yards of lead-contamiriated soil from the site and replace it with clean fill.
Removal of the contaminated soil will prevent migration of lead from the site in the future and
éliminate the need for additional monitoring and maintenance activities. Groundwater samples
collected from the site indicate that lead has not impacted the g,roundwater making treatmerit
unnecessary. :

.~ The NYSDEC expects that all removal activitics will be conducted in a manner that

prevents the migration of dust generated during the loading and transport phases of the removal

process or by way of run-off caused by erosion. of the site soils during precipitation events. A

monitoring plan should be implemented and conducted during all ground-intrusive activities that

would alert on-site personnel when an unacceptable level of dust is being generatéd and provides
. a contingency: plan to takc appropnate actions to prevent additional 1m;,rat10n

The NYSDEC apprccxates the conﬁrmatlon sampling protocol detailed in the proposed
removal action that utilizes the existing investigation data as a starting dehneatlon -of the




“excavation area but then follows up with- additiondl sidewall and bottom confirmation samples.

P
s

s

If remedial action objectives have not been met, then -additional soil will .be removed until

_remaining lead in remaining soil is less than 800 ppm. DEC would also ‘be appreciative if

confirmation sampling data could be shared and reviewed by agency.

ec: - C. Ddroski
' 'J. Crua

J. ,.O"’Conr;cl-

Sincerely,

lan Beilby, P.E.
Project Manager
Section A
Remedial Bureau B

- NYSDOH
-NYSDOH
~ Region 2



Jewett Meeting o - : ~ .
‘Deborah Davis to: Kimberly Staiger _ : 03/17/2011 09:48 AM

Dear Kimberly,
.Thank you for meeting with us and delivering such a clear report about
your proposed plan of action -for the Jewett White Lead site at -2012
Richmond Terrace. Please know that I support Response 2.

I am still very concerned with the Moran prbperty at 2015 Richmond
Terrace. According to the presentation the EPA gave a year ago Moran -

site contained: .
"s Lead levels ranged from 145 ppm to 2,730 ppm in. surface samples"

on p. 3 of your March 2011 report, -you state that "The average surface
lead concentration was 5,082 milligram/killigram." How would this
figure be translated to ppm? ' -

Considéring that the site at 2015 is a business with vehicles and
employees coming and going everyday, wouldn't that site be of greater
concern? I have looked at that lot and there are large areas of non-
paved dirt. )

Thanks for your attention. -

Debby Davis ‘ J
Environmental Artist

Deborah Davis,’pgrtner

. Beach Packaiing Design ' .

http://www.beéchpackagingdesign.com
http://www.hometextilepackagedesign.com/

check out Randy's packaging blog: :
http://www.beachpackagingdesign.typepad.com/boxvox/

o




Port Richmond-toxic site

Margaret -

to:

Kimberly Staiger

03/18/2011 08:55.AM . ‘ o -
-Show Details. . ) o

Dear Ms. Sta‘i’ger, . ‘

lama second generatron Staten Islander and have seen. our forests chopped our waters polluted and
" ourland degraded by irresponsible and/or ignorant business interests and people. We cannot
continue to ignore the role that nature must play in the sustenance of our existence on this planet.
There is no carpet.under which to sweep the toxic soil at the White lead site in Port Richmond, Staten -
_Island. It is the EPA’s responsibility to prevent the potential poisoning of our residents. Please remove
this poison and all tainted soil in its. entxrety by choosmg Alternatlve B to clean up this tox»c site.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Peggy Guzzetta

file://C:\Documents and Settings\kstai ger\Local Settings\Temp\notes4E3882\~web9024.htm  $/10/2011




MICHAEL G. GRIMM . o ] , " 512 CannowHouse OfFice BUiDiNG

131 DisTarcy, New Yoax - * - . . WastingTon, OC 205815 -
. : 12021 225-3371 :
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES 265 News Done LANE, 280 FLook
- @nngtess of the @Hmteh étatez - L

ASSISTANT WHIP

House of Representatives aligiéfé:;‘:%ﬁé‘sa
‘ {71 0-5277
as{hmgton BC 20515»3213 ' " '

- April 4._, 2011

Ms. Kimberly Staiger _

. On-Scene Coordinator =~ ' ‘ X
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Reglon 2
2890 Woodbridge Avenue, Ms 211

‘Edison; NJ 08837-3659

Re: Jewett White Lead Site )
. Dear Ms. Staigcr:'

1 am writing to offer my comments on the Environmental Protectxon Agency’s Engineering
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for the 2000-2012 Richmond Terrace property portion of the
Jewett White Lead Site. On behalf of my constituents in New York’s 13" Congressional District
] would like to thank you for the thorough examination of this site and your continued outreach. .
10 the elected officials of this community and affected residents in the Staten Island community.
A represemauve of my office attended the March 16" meetmgs for elected officials and.a public
meeting, which were held to present the summary of the EE/CA and to solicit public comment..
Based on the information presented at that meetinig; and the response of the community; 1 would
like to express my support for the EPA’s recommendation of a preferred response action
(Alternative 2) to excavate the soil at the site and conduct off-site disposal/treatment. Clearly this
response will offer a permanent solution to the existing situation and remedy any future concerns
-regarding pubhc health at this speuﬁc site while not precluding any future utilizations of the site.

Again, | would like to thank your agency for your ongoing commitment to lhlS project and | look-
forward to offering my support in the implementation of a program to ensure the public health of
this community. If you require any additional information, please do not hesnate to contact my
office’s District Dlt‘CCtOI‘ WllllamJ Smith, at (718) 351-1602. :

Smcerely, _ ‘
Michael G.. Grimm
Member of Congress

~ MGijb

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



- www.nswcsi.org

-
i

The North Shore \Varerlronr Conservancy or'Stmcnlsland‘ Inc.
P.O. Box 140502
- Staten Island, New York 10314

Y

April 6, 2011

Kimberly Staiger, OSC -~ ' .
U.S. EPA, Region 2 : ,
2890-Woodbridge Avenue
Edison, New Jersey. 08837

b

' Reference John. J. Jewctt & Sons White Lead Company/National Lcad Industries

(NLI)/Seduttos Ice Cream Factory Site, 2000 Rlchmond Terrace, EPA Public Commcnt

On behalf of the members of the North Shore Waterfront Conservancy of Staten lsland
Inc., we whole heartedly support Alternative 2 for the remediation and clean up of the
John 1. Jewett & Sons White Lead Company/Natronal Lead Industries/Seduttos fce
Cream Factory Site located at 2000 Richmiond Terrace Port Richmond, Staten Island,
NY. 10302 .

Since thlS property s ﬂrst contamination back in 1839 it has placed the nearby resrdentlal
community at risk of exposure to high lead levels. Knowing what we now know about the
health hazards that high lead levels present to the development of young children, we
deem. it is essential that this site be forever neutralized. So that regardless of who its
current or future owners ‘may be - this site will no longer presem any health concerns for .
lhc Envnronmemal Justice community of Port Richmond, Staten Island, New York

(, .
The Alternatlvc 2 remediation and clean up will lead the way for this commumty to have
a second chance for a healthier and safer qualrty of life.

Sincerely,

Beryl A. Thurman, Executive Director/President

‘ NSWC

Cc: NSWC board and members
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. Environmental
LR . ¥ ' Resources
Management

Princeton Crossroads Corp.
Center .
) . 250 Phillips Blvd,, Ste. 280
) . ’ ' - Ewing,NJ 08618 -
15 April 2011 - L S ' (609) 895-0050
- ‘ . (609) 895-0111 (fax)
http; //www.erm.com

Ms. Kimberly Staiger, OSC -

USS. EPA, Region 2 o

2890 Woodbriclge Avenue - .
Edison, NJ 08837

ERM

Email: Staigér.kimberly@epa. gov

- Re: Jewett White Lead Site |
- Port Richmond, Staten Island, New York
Comments to EE/CA

‘Dear Ms. Staiger: '

Environmental Resources Management, Inc., on behalf of NL Industries,
Inc. submits the attached comments to the documents entitted =~ |
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/ CA), Jewett White Lead Site, 2000-
2012 Richmond Terrace, Staten Island, New York, prepared by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) dnd dated January 2011
and the Superfund Proposed Response Action March 2011 document
prepared by EPA notifying the public of the EE/CA and seeking public
-comment (“Public Notice”). - o :

If you have any questions or comments concerh_ing the attached, please
do not hesitate to contact Christopher Gibson at (856)-354-3077 .

'Sinéerély,

Thomas .T.'Griffin
" Project Director

cc: C Gibson, Archer & Greiner
C. Riley, NL Industries

Attachments: Comments Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis




Comments
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis
Jewett White Lead Site
2000-2012 Richmond Terrace
Staten Island, New York
"(EPA, January 2011)

1. Introduction

Environmental Resources Management, Inc. (ERM), on behall of NL [ndustries, Inc.
(NL), has prepared the following comments to the documents entitled Engineering
bvaluanon/CosrAnulym (EE/CA), Jewett White Lead Site, 2000-2012 Richmond
Terrace, Staten Island, New York, prepared by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and dated January 2011 and-the Superfund Proposed |
Response Action March 2011 document prepared by EPA notltymg the public of the
EE/CA dnd seekmg public comment (“Public Notice”).

NL submits these comments in suppon of its continued efforts to discuss "
implementation of an effective remedy that is protective of human health and the
environment and that can put the Site back into productive use as quickly as possible.
Although the EPA has stated that NL refused to panicipate in discussions regarding
the proper response actions at the site, that is not the case. NL has participated in a
" number of discussions with the EPA and the current property owner regdrdmg, the
appropriate next steps to be performed at the Site. These discussions specifically have
sought to address steps that would résult in a timely, effective remedy. NL continues
~ to be willing to discuss the next steps to be taken at the Site with the goal to be an
-effective remedy that is protective of human health and the uwuonment and that
quickly puts the Site back into productive use.

In plepcirlrlg its comments, ERM considered the information provided.in the Public
Notice and the EE/CA, including the atta(,hments to-the EE/CA. Addllloﬂd“y, ERM -
referred to the following documents: :

©  Presumptive Remedy for Metals-in-Soil Sites (EPA, Office of Solid Waste and .
Emergency Response, EPA 540-F-98-054, OSWER 9355.0- 72FS PBY9-
963301, Scptcmber 1999;

o Superfund Lead-Contaminated Residential Sites Handbook (EPA, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response, OSWER 9285.7-50, August 2003.

o DER-10 Technical Guidance for Site Invmttgatwn and Remediation
(NYSDEC, May 2010). :

o Sustainable Reuse of Brownfields (EPA, Otf ice of Solid Waste and

"~ Emergency Response, EPA 560-F-06-247, October 2006)-

o EPA Brownfields Program Benefits (EPA, www.epa. gov/brownﬁeld
updated as of March- 2011)

o Superfund Green Remediation Straregy (EPA Ofﬁce ot Sohd Waste dl’ld

’ Emergency Response, September 2070)
o Draft Brownfield Cleanup Program Guide (NYSDEC, May 2004)




 gal
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Additionally, these. comments recognize that the property that is the subject of this
EE/CA has only been used for industrial/commercial purposes, is currently zoned as
M-3 for: manutdctuxmg,, industrial and commercial use, and will, according to the
owner’s stated plans, be redeveloped for such industrial/commeércial use. In fact, the
EE/CA recognizes that the current zoning of the Site is commelc1a1/mdu_str1dl and
further, that the zoning is not expected to change in the future. Moreover, the owner

* has stated its willingness to apply institutional controls at the property to support that

redevelopment plan. consistent with the need to protect public health and the .
environment while makmg, the most efficient use of the property and other resources.

2. Summary. of EE/CA l@mdmgs
2.1 - Investigation Results

In developing-the comments that follow this section, the EE/CA reported site
characterization results were considered. As discussed in the EE/CA, the Site is the

" Ristoric location of the former Jewett White Lead Company facility, which ceased
_operations in the early to mid-1900s and mcludcq al 07 -acre pdrcel of land at 2000-
2012 Richmond Tendce .

e

- The investigation results are summarized as follows:

o Elevated levels of lead are present throughout Site sonl at 2000 to 2012
" Richmond Terrace. Elevated lead levels were genexdlly observed at depths of -
‘ 4 1o 5-féet below ground surface.

o EPA collected off-site soil samples in the surroundmg commumty, including
in residential backyards. Elevated'lead levels were observed in the surface
soils. However, based on attribution analysis, the EPA concluded that the
Jewett White Lead Site is not & significant. contribution source to the lead
found in the community. The lead in the community appears to be consistent
with urban lead contamination, typically- seen in the industrialized Northedst
United States (EPA, pg 1-6).

o Elevated lead levels were not observed in ground water. Lead was not dctcctcd g
in any of the groundwater samples collected, with a detection limit of 8
micrograms/liter (ug/1), which is.-lower than both its EPA Maximum
Contaminant Limit (MCL) (15 ug/l) and NYSDEC groundwater quality
standard (50 ug/l). The.absence of detectable lead in groundwater confirms
that the conditions beneath the Site are not conducive to the leaching of lead to
groundwater beneath the Site. Additionally, there are no identified drinking

~water supplies located in the vicinity of the Site. (Weston, pg 3-6).

' Sediment/surface water samples were collected from storm sewers and their
outfalls adjacent to the Site, as-well as the Kill Van Kull downstream. of the
Site. Samples were analyzed for target analyte metals (TAL) including lead.

‘ The sediment results for lead did not-exceed the site- -specific screening level. -
* Based on the analytical results it was concluded that the stormwater drainage
' systems are sources of potential impacts to sediment of the Kill Van Kull. It
was also concluded that the source of.sediment contaminants is not related to a
'lelease from the Site; The study found that urban runoff from non- point
sourccs is the hl\ely souue of sediment i lmpacts and that this finding is

™~



- consistent with thc Coneeptual Site Model (CSM) developed for the Site
{Weston, pg 3-7).

o Lead was not detected in surface water samples collected from Bodme Creek
and Kill Van Kull. Based upon the investigation, EPA concludes that there are
no impacts to surface water due to releases from the Site which is again
consistent with the CSM developed for the Site (Weston, pg 3-7).

2.2 Identiﬁ‘ed Removal Action Alternatives

“In developing the comments that follow this section, the identification and evaluation

- of alternatives contained in the EE/CA were considered. The EE/CA identifies five
(5) removal action alternatives as potential actions to achieve the primary stated
objectives of: (a) eliminating unacceptable risks to human and écological receptors;

" (b) preventing or minimize the migration of hazardous constituents to area soils,

sediment, surface water and groundwater, and (c) restoring the property to its cuirent

use. The five alternatives identified by EPA include:

- No Action
Excavation of up to 4 feet and Off-Site hedlmem/Dlsposdl
Excavation of up to 2 feet and Capping
Paving (excavation of 6 inches plus pavemem)
Immoblhzdtxon

LA W~

Alternatives 2-5 were found by EPA to be effective, and implementable. Additionally,
EPA assessed the costs of the alternatives. Of those four effective and implementable
alternatives, Alternative 2 is the most expensive, followed by Alternatives 3, 4 and '
then 5 being the least expensive. The EPA proposes Alternative 2-Excavation and
Off-Site Treatment/Disposal, as the removal action alternative for the 2000-2012
Richmond terrace portion of the Jewett White Lead Site. : '

3. Comments

Comment 1: An institutionial control is available for this Site and a.
containment option coupled with an institutional control, like Alternative 4,
-is an appropriate remedy for this Site. :

It appears that one of the main reasons EPA selected and proposed Alternative
2 (excavation remedy) as opposed to the other remedies it found would be
protective of human health and the environment, including Alternative 4
(capping/institutional control remedy); was EPA’s assumption that the current
property owner would not agree to an institutional control for the
Site. However, the property owner pieviously indicated to NL and to EPA,

* that it i§ willing to dgxet. to a reasonable institutional control, as long as it does’
not impact the owner’s planned use of the property as a mixed
industx ial/commercial use site. NL recently has confirmed that the property
owner still would accept institutional controls under the same conditions. It is
NL’s understandmg, that the current owner of the Site owns a construction
company and plans to develop the Site for use as an office building and to
store trucks and other heavy equipment. In other words, the property owner
plans to use the Site consistent with its current mixed industrial/commercial
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zoning. A containment and institutional control option, like Alternative 4, is
entirely consistent with this development plan, which is likely to consist of the
, construction of huildiny; “building concrete pads and parking lots. In fact, the
property owner’s development plans would help expedite implementation of
Alternative 4, and thus result in the Alternative 4 remedy being implemented
much more quxckly than Alternative 2. These structures coupled with a
removal action like Alternative 4 and an instititional control will contain
impacted.soils left in-place while préventing potential exposures to persons
and the environment. Since an institutional.control is available, Alternative 4
is.an appropriate and effective remedy for the Site, and concerns over the
institutional control are no longer a basis for rejection of this Alternative or,
selection of a‘more strmgent remedy.

. ‘Comment 2: Alternative 4'is consistent with EPA and NYSDEC
_ Brownfields policies and guidelines, which are intended to put impaired
properties back to productive use. : .

As described in EPA’s support of the Brownfields Revitalization Act in its
Sustainable Reuse ‘of Brownfields:and Bmwnjlelds Prograin Benefits '

_ docum(,nts and the Draft Brownfield Cleanup Program Guide (NYSDEC;

May 2004), EPA and New York State have established Brownfield Cleanup

Programs (BCP) to address the environmental, legal, and financial barriers that
often hinder the redevelopment and reuse of contaminated properties. The

“intent of these programs is to* ‘encourage persons (o voluntarily remediate
brownfield sites for.reuse and redevelopment.” The goal of the BCP is'to

“remediate the site-to a level.that is protective of public-health and the

environment; taking into account the current, mtended and reasondbly

_-anticipated future uses of the site.” -

The Site is a prime candidate for Brownfields redevelopment, especially
because the current owner wishes to develop the Site as an office and heavy

- equipment storage facility. Current zoning M-3.(industrial/commercial) is

consistent with this purpose. A containment option, like Alternative 4, is

~ entirely consistent with this development plan, which is likely to consist of the
construction of buildings, building concrete pads and parking lots that will
contain impacted soils while cutting off potential exposures to persons and the
environment. Under its Brownfields programs and policies EPA has promoted

_such-efforts to combme environmental cleanup and property development.at
hundreds of sites across the country. Howeveér, EPA did not consider or
discuss its Brownfields policies in selecting a remedy for this Site. In fact,
because of its cost, the remedy proposed by EPA (Alternative'2) likely would
‘hinder redevelopment, contrary to the intent of the Brownfields policy.. NL
suggests that because an institutional control is available for thls Site and the
property owner has current development plans-consistent with. ‘
industrial/commercial use, EPA should reconsider application ()f [ht,
Brownfields policy to the Site in the selection of a remedy like Alternative 4.

Comment 3: Alternative 4 meets the threshold crltena, mcludmg
compliance with ARARs. :

1



The EE/CA provides contradictory language when evaluating Alternatives 3, 4

and S in relation to compliance with ARARs. For example, in Section 4.3

 Evaluation of Alternatives the same statement is made for Alternatives 2, 3, 4

and 5: All applicable ARARs will be addressed. In Table 5-1 it again is

indicated that all applicable ARARs will be addressed for Alternatives 2, 3, 4
and 5, and in Attachment 3, Section 4.7 Comparative Analysis ofAIIerncmves,
it'is stated that Alternatives 2, 3,4 and 5 comply with ARARs. However,
Section 5.2 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives, the EE/CA concludes,
without any asserted basis, that Alternative 2 complies. with ARARs; whereas

_Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 do not, although it is noted that the threat of exposure
will be greatly reduced. The first two statements are correct, and the statement
in Secllon 5.2 appears to be an error. - - -

Alternatives 3and 4 are capping/cover remedies that have been determmcd by.
EPA to be protective of human health and the environment (see EE/CA '
sections 4.3, 5.2 and Table 5-1). Capping/cover remedies, especially when

. there is no impact to groundwater, are consistent with federal and New York
St/at'c guidance including Superfund Lead-Contaminated Residential Sites
Handbook (OSWER 9285.7-50, August 2003), Presumptive Remedy for
Metals-in-Soil Sites (EPA 540-F-98-054, September 1999), and DER-10
Technical Guidance for Site Investigation und Remediation (NYSDEC, May
2010). Since the EE/CA has determined that the capping/cover remedies are
protective of human health and the environment, and such remedies are _
consistent with federal and state guidance, the capping/cover remedies comply
-with ARARs. This conclusion is consisterit with the EE/CA statements at
Section 4.3, Table 5.1 and Attachment 3, Section 4.7.

Comment 4: EPA’s proposed remedy, Alternative 2, greatly exceeds the
“work required by EPA’s own guidance to protect humans and the
environment at a residential property, even though the Site is an
industrial/commercial site, and thus the basis for selecting Alternative 2 is
not supported by the site specific conditions or the comparative analysis of
alternattves provided in the EE/CA. '

~a, Alternative 2 is not supported by wte-.\pectf ¢ conditions or
current and foreseeable site use and is therefore m)t more
effective. .

‘The EE/CA concludes that alternatives 2-5 all-are effective and will provide
overall protecnon of human health and the environment. Further, each of
these alternatives is implementable with conventional technologies and .
addresses the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs).
The only basis EPA provides for se]ectmg Alternative 2 is that Alternative 2 is
a “permanent” solution and provides a “proportionately higher level of'
protection for human health and the environment.” However, EPA provides
no supporting documentation, data or evidence to support this asserted basis."
In fact, as discussed in these comments, the EPA- ploposcd remedy requires
work that far exceeds what EPA considers protective in a residential setting,
even though this Site.is an mdusmal/commemal site. These extra measures
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. n,quncd in Alternative 2 offer no pl opomondl benefit when Lompau,d to.
Alternative 4. N
A)termtlve 4 is a removal action that couples cxxstmg, conditions with
“institutional and engineering controls; consistent with the-
industrial/commercial zoning at and planned use of the Site. Tt offers similar
benefits in long-term effectiveness-and permanence, and reduction in toxicity,
v moblhty or-volume through treatment. And in the case of short-term impacts
- and effectiveness, a.removal action based on institutional and engineering
controls under current conditions actually would have fewer shortiterm
impacts and hence,be more effective. Morcover, Alternative 4 will minimize
negative life-cycle impacts associated with the proposed remedy (e.g., gr eater .
amount of green house gas emissions associated with the excavation and
importation of fill, off-site and on-site transportation and placement on-site),
particularly when such actions would not improve thé overall effectiveness of
the remedy and is; in fact, much-more consistent with EPA’s Superfund Green
Remediation Strategy. .

Alternatlve 4 represents the.remedy whose overall effectiveness i is
proportional to its cost.given the environmental conditions.and current and
future Site use. In other. words,. Alternative 2 goes far beyond what is
protective ata leudentml site-and is far moreexpensive than Alternative 4,
while providing little,.if any-additional protections to the public health and the
environment. Hence, with respect to these criteria, the overall effectiveness of
the proposed action, A_l(ernativc 2, should net be chosen over Alterna(ive 4.

b. AIternattve 215 mcons:stent wn‘h the EPA Lead Handbook

Altermmve 2 is inconsistent with the EPA’s gmdanue document anled
“Superfund Lead-Contaminated Residential Sites Handbook” (August
2003)(*Lead Handbook") because it is a remedy that goes far beyond what
EPA has deemed protective ata residential property even though the Site is an
“industrial/commercial site with much less opportunity for exposure.

The Lead Handbook promotes a consistent process to assess and manage. risks
.associated with lead-contaminated sites by:providing a step-by-step procedure
to characterize and remediate such sites. This document primarily was
prepared for Superfund managers working on characterizationand cleanup of
lead-contaminated residential sites; however, as stated in the Introduction to
the Lead Handbook the concepts prcscnted in the Lead Handbook can be -
uscful for commercial and industrial use properties.. :

Based on EPA’S analysis of risk, the Lead Handbook indicates that 12 inches

of clean soil is adequate to establish a barrier from.lead-contaminated soil in'a
residential yard for the protection of human health. The cover can be placed

as backfill upon excavation or on top of the lead-contaminated soil. The
minimum cover thickness is.established sirice the top 12 inches of soil in a
yard is considered to be available for direct human contact. This cover of 12
inches is expected to prevent direct human contact and expostre to
contaminated soil left in place at depth in the residential setting where families



with young children live and are physncally present at the ploputy onan
every-day basis.

However the Site is zoned for mdustnal/commcxual use, and its toresu.ablc
use is industr la]/commercml not residential. ‘Thus, the more sensitive
residential exposure scenarios do not exist. Implementation of ‘Alternative 2.
could possibly result in excavation and offsite disposal of up to 48 inches of
soils across the Site, which greatly exceeds what is-considered protective in
the Lead Handbook, even for a residential site. Tn other words, Alternative 2
requires work for an industrial/commercial site that the EPA has determined is
not necessary to protect human health at residential sites. On the other hand,’
implementation of Alternative 4 at the Site, whichincludes excavation of 6
inches of soil topped by asphalt; is consistent with the abjectives of the Lead
Handbook by providing effective barriers to exposure. In short, the Lead
Handbook provides further evidence that the overall effectiveness of the
proposed action - Alternative 2 - is pot proportional to the effectiveness that
_ can be achieved given the option of Alternative 4.

¢. EPA has found that neither groundwater nor surface water
are being impacted by the Site and thus impact to water is not
a basis to support a more stringent remedy.

EPA data shows that elevated lead levels were not observed in groundwater.
Lead was not detected in'any of thc\grohndwater samples collected, with a ™
detection limit of 8 micrograms/liter (ug/l), which is lower than both its EPA
Maximum Contaminant Limit (MCL) (15 ug/l) and NYSDEC groundwater
quality standard (50 ug/l). The absence of detectable lead in groundwater
confirms that the conditions beneath the Site are not conducive to the leaching -
- of lead to groundwater beneath the Site, especially given EPA’s presumption
that Jewett White operations, which ceased decades ago, is a potential source
of on-site lead. Additionally, there are no identified drinking water supplxes
located in the vicinity of the SllL (Weston, pg 3-6).

In addition, EPA collected sedlment/surfdce water samples from storm sewers -
and the outfalls adjacent to the Site, as well as the Kill Van Kull downstream
of the Site. Samples were analyzed for target analyte metals (TAL) mdudmg,
lead. The sediment results for lead did not exceed the site-specific screening
level. Based on the Vanalyﬁtical.res(ﬂts EPA concluded that' the stormwater
_drainage systems are sources of potential impacts to sediment of the Kill Van
Kull. It was also concluded that the source of sediment contaminants is not
related to a release from the Site. The study found that urban runoft from non-
point sources is the likely source of sedimentimpacts and that this finding is
consistent with the Conceptual Site Modcl (CSM) developed for the S]te
(Weston, pg 3-7). : ~

. This data and the conclusions show that groundwater, SUIdeC water and
sediments are not drivers for a remedy at this site. Therefore they do not
provide a basis for deviating from the presumed and standard remedy for this
kind of site. Alternative 4 will provide effective protections and is just as
effective as Alternative 2 in protecting water in, under and around the site.
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d The potenttal cost of Alternative 2 is Stgmf cantly
! ' - underestimated. The cost of this option does not provide a
' proportwnare benefit to.health and the environment and is a
waste of valuable (and scarce) financial resources. :

‘When evaluating the relative benefits of various removal actions that meet the
threshold criterta, the balancing criteria are relied upon to make a selection.
When-balancing the trade-offs-among removal actions, the National -
Contingency Plan (NCP) compares the costs and overall effectiveness.’
Overall effectiveness includes long-terin effectiveness and permanence,

- reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment, and short-term
effectiveness. The-relationship between overall effectiveness and cost is
examined across all alternatives to 1denufy those that provide effectiveness
that are proportional to their cost.” In other words, an alternative that provides
negligible additional protections, but costs slomﬁcantly more than another
alternative should not be selected.
EPA’s comparative alternatives analysis fails to recognize or even consider the

significant uncertainty associated with Alternative 2 that will almost certainly

increase.costs and timeframes for implementation. Thus, the EE/CA does not
properly compare ‘Alternatives 2 and 4, as it underestimates the costs,

.schedule, and implementability of the proposed Alternative 2.

The costassociated with the proposed Alternative 2 is-based on the minimum
extent of contamination., The actual volumes requiring excavation under
Alternative 2 likely will be greater, meaning the cost is likely tobe - ¢
significantly higher.than assumed in the EE/CA. The EE/CA recognizes that
the extent of lcad impacts is generally not ‘bounded horizontally and in certain |
locations not bounded vertically. The minimum volume estimated in the ’
EE/CA for removal to meet the preliminary remediation goal of 800 mg/kg is
4 242 cubic. yards: Furthermore the EE/CA states in Attachment 111 at page 3-
“Thus, it may be concluded that the available data will form the basis for a
- im’i'nimmn extent of contamination, and that the actual volume of soil requiring
" remediation will likely be ‘greater.” In other words, the EE/CA admits.that it-is
uhderstating- the likely cost of Alternative 2. ) .

£,

' F01 cx‘unplu if the average excavation depth reaches 4 feet and the
contamination extends across the Site, excavation volumes could increase to
approximately 7,000 ¢y. This will have a significant impact on cost, schedule
und impleméntabjlily. Costs are estimated to increase from $0.9MM to $1.6
MM, a very plausible scénario given the lack of horizontal and vertical
delineation. EPA’s analysis of Alternative 2 also does not address the
likelihood that shoring of excavations and dewatering of excavations will-be-- -

! 40 CFR-Section’ 300 430 (f), chponse to’ Commenta, page 8725 (March 8, 1990)

?1bid, page 8728




required, which could also result in significant cost and time schedule
increases.

If soil excavation volumes associated with Alternative 2 increase as expected
in the EE/CA, this also will increase the short-term impacts and
implementation risks associated with the proposed-action. For example, the
number of truck trips required for removing the excavated soil will increase
from a low end estimate based on the low end volume provided in the EE/CA
of approximately 300 truck trips to an estimated 500 truck trips. Applying the
same production rate assumed in the EE/CA, 500 truck trips converts to,-at -
least, 20 truck trips per day for 25 days for excavation and another 20 trucks

~ per day for the following 25 days for backfilling. :

Alternative 4 does not have the significant uncertainties associated with
implementation as with Alternative 2. Factoring in the uncertainty of
Alternative 2 provides further evidence that the overall effectiveness of the
proposed action is not proportional to the environmental benefit that can be
achieved given the option of Alternative 4, and that alternative 4 is the
appropriate choice under the fequired.analysis. -

¢ - .
Comment 5: The selecnon of Alternatzve 2 is not consistent with. EPA’s |
“Presumptzve Remedy for Metals-m-Sozl Sites” (.Septembet 1999)
Excavation, treatment and off-site disposal (Altematwe 2) is not one of the
three presumptive-remedies identified in the Presumptive Remedy for Metals-
in-Soil Sites. The three presumptive remedies include: Reclamation/Recovery
{when feasxble), Immobilization, and Containment. Rcclamdnon/Recovely
was not identified in the EE/CA as a potcnual action to be considered likely
due to the fact the EPA determined it to be infeasible; whereas immobilization
and containment were identified as potential actions to be considered.

The Presumptive Remedy for Metals-in-Soils Sites characterizes the >
Containment remedy as follows:

Containment of metals-in-soil wasté includes vertical or horizontal barriers.
These remedial technologies can provide sustained isolation of contaminants
and prevent mobilization of soluble compounds over long periods of time.
They also reduce surface water infiltration, control odor and gas emissions,
provide a stable surfuce over wastes, limit direct contact, and improve
aesthetics. Institutional controls generally are used in conjunction with
containment to further limit the potential for unintended access to the waste
materials. ‘ ‘

. EPA’s proposed removal d(tl()n — Alternative 2 Excavation and Ojf ~Site -
Treatment/Disposal for-the commercial/industrial Jeweti White Lead Site is
not consistent with the Presumptive Remedies for Metals-in-Soils.Sites. The
EE/CA has determined that the Site contaminated soils are not a significant
contribution source to the lead found in the off-site soils and sediments.
Additionally, groundwater has not been impacted by Site soils. These site
%pecmc, conditions contlrm that the lead in the site soil is not very mobile.

1 . -
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Furthermore, the EE/CA has determined that the contaminated soil-can.be
reliably contained by, Alternative 4. Therefore, implementation of Alternative

4 at the Site;is consistent-with EPAs guidance providing further support that

the overall effectiveness.of the proposed:action-- Altérnative 2 -is not
proportional to the effectiveness that can be-achieved, .given the option of
Alternative 4. o

Comument 6: Alternative 4 is more dj)propriate'than'A-liernat‘ives’3 orSs.

- Similar to the analysis provided above concerning Alternative 2, Alternative 3
likewise exceeds the removal aclion objectives, is not consistent with the Lead

Handbook or the EPA presumptive remedy for lead, and will generate costs
such that the overall effectiveness is not proportional to the effectiveness that
can be achieved given the option of Alternative 4. Alternative 3 requires
excavation of 24 inches of soil (twice as much as required for a residential
property under the Lead Handbook) and a mululdyer cap. Such a multilayer

. cap isnot dppl()pndl(, because there-is no current-impact to groundwater. The

paving cap in Alternative 4 provndes an effectlve barrier to possible infiltration
of lead to water.

Even though Alternative 5 is the least expensive option, this Alternative may
have less long-term effectiveness compared to Alternative 4. 1t is uncertainif

'~ the integrity of the soil cement mixture can be maintained during freeze - thaw-

cycles and the day-to-day-activities associated with the existing and planned
future use of the site. P()r this reason NL suggests Alternative 4 has greater

- cffccnvencss

Comment 7: Semi-anniual ground water monitoring for.a period of 30 years
to verify the success of the removal action is not warranted based on site
specific information and should not be required as an-element of any '
removal action optwn

Alternduvu 3-5 1m.lude semi- annual ground water monitoring for a period of

130 years to verify the success of the removal action. Neither Weston’s

Conceptual Site Model (CSM) nor the data collected at the site to confirm the
CSM support the need to includé such extensive monitoring, especially when
there is no current impact to groundwater. Alternatives 3-5 all include removal
of lead and/or-exposure barriers that would not only contain the lead but will
prevent rainfall to cause infiltration of lead to groundwater. In addition, the
institutional control for the property would prohibit potable (i.e., drinking
water) uses of the groundwater. . o

Comment' 8: EPA misstates NL-"s participation in tlie'EPA process.

The EPA has smted that NL has 1clused 1o coopuatc with the EPA in

"developmg, a remedy for the site. That is not the case. NL has had several

discussions with the EPA and the property owner regarding potential remedies - .

" for the Site. Further, NL consistently has informed the EPA that NL is WLIImg,

to discuss perf ormmg an appropriate remedy at the site that could be

accomplished on-a short time table.

'
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MS. AYALA: Good evening.

Thank you for being here with us

itoﬁight. My name is Wanda Ayala.

- to Spanlsh We also have,a

'I‘m the community involvement

coordinator fromaEPA.assignéd to the
Jewetthhite.Lead'Removal Site.-

We're here this evening‘to\present

to you our Superfund performance °

‘response action for the'Jewett White

Lead Removal Site.
I'm not going to give a
presentation.- My colleagues are.

But I just want to ask if you Kave
7

~cell phones, if could you put them

on vibrate please. We have an.

- interpreter here tonight for anyone

that_needs he1p with the materials

- to be explalned to them from Engllsh

_stenographer; BecaHSE as this
‘meeting is for you to provide-

© comments to us - to go on the reéordr

we're required to have a

stenographerf._Hér name is

Page 3
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Christine.

After'the‘preSentation, we'ask
th%t yQu keep your questions and
éoﬁmeﬁfsiuntil'after thé

-presentation‘just to make it easier
for Christine. And every time you
speak you need to tell her‘your name
and spell your last name,lif'
:posgiblé.

With that I'h goiné to hand
the program over to Eric Wilson.

MRI.WILSON}:'Thanks Wanda.

My name is Eric Wilson; I'm a
-manager in the' Superfund progrém.
I'm going to-jusﬁ'giVe you a guick
derviéw and‘taik‘tO“YOu why we are
here:A 

We;re here tonight to hear
from you. Since we were last here
in‘pheAcommunity, we have done some

;additional investigaﬁions at the
- Jewett Whiﬁe Lead Site. We'gséd ’
,ﬁhat data to develop and evaluate

several ‘alternatives for the cleénup

Page 4
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of the site. And this is the’

process of which Wanda mentioned the

.engineering, evaluation and 'cost

analysis.

We've come up_with what we

think is the best way to handle

that.. That's what we are calling

our preferred alternative. Bdt,

' again, we want to hear from the

community, from you, before we make

our.selection on how to eleanup this

site.

So, now, I'm going td turn it

‘over -- before:I turn 1t over -to Klm‘

Staiger, I'm going to do some

introductlons. Kim Stalgerfls our

on team coordlnator for the 51te

She is the equlvalent of our progect

manager. She'1l be handllng the

cleanup of the site. We have Julie

McPherson. " Julie is our risk

assessor for the site. Mark o T
Maddalovi who is. a toxicologist with
EPA. You<already‘metVWanda Ayala.'

’
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We have Ian Beilby from the State of
New York Department of Environmentél

" Conservation: Terry Wesley our

’ environmental Justice Coordinator.

Tasha Ffazier also with -

' Environmental Justice offige; Henry
.Guzman our attorney for the site.

John Senn. John is with our Public

Affairs Division. He is our press
contact. And that is evefyone frpm
.EPA.

N

So, now I'm going to turn it

for you.f And then afﬁer»she
completes her~preséntati6n, we“ll
;ake public comments. And thank you
again fof,coming. ‘ ‘

‘MS. STAIGER:  So before I go

into the engineering evaluation of

the Jewett White Lead Site, I'm

going to give a very brief site

Vo

with the‘site or haven't attended

over to Kim. She has a presentation

- cost analysis that was developed for

.history for thosé who:are unfamiliar .

Page 6
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'the publlc meetlngs that we had in

the_past on thehs1te.
" So in 1839 John Jewett and
sons began. operating a white.led
manufacturing plant\at 2015_Richmond

Terrace. What'they would do is they

would'corrode<these.1ed buckies_over.

clay pots and jars of vinegar which

they WOuld then apply-heat‘source to

and 1t would form. thlS corroded led

that was then scraped off the led

_buckles and use that .as a plgment in

'thlte led base palnt

In 1891 Natlonal Led then
acqulred the John Jewett and Son's

company and they extended those

'operatlons to‘also include the 2000

r

Richmond Terrace property Which is
right acfoss_the'stfeet:on Richmond
Terrace. And the led manufacturing
operations at.both'of‘these.

~

properties ceased sometime in early

to mid 1940s. This is an old.

Ve

Page "7
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overlaid on a currént aerial view of
the properties. This righp here is
2015 Richmdnd Terrace sits adjacent
to the Kill Vaanullf And directly.
across tﬁé street Here is the 2000
Richmond Teéerrace prOper@yﬁ ‘Where‘
you couldbéeé there's.é corroding
house right here at 200@ Ricﬁmond.
Tefréce., And a few corroding houses
over here at 2015.

| So how did the EPA become

involved in the Jewett White Lead

Site in Port Richmond? On June 3rd,

2008, EPA received a reqguest from
New York City Councilman,Michael

McMahon to come out to review a

property at 2000, 2012 Richmond

Terrace to determine whether or not

"a surplus removal action was

required for the site. And in

December of the same year, EPA,.our

‘contractors came out to the site to

do someée soil sampling -to determine .

whether or not there were

Page 8
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contaminates at the property.” What

" we found 1n the surface soils were.

. very high led leVels. ‘Approximately

5,000 parts per mllllon and
concentratlons 1ncreased with that
In'Aprll 2009,‘the-current
property owner of the 2OQO_Richmond
Terrace proéerty Fafeta Realty

Company (phpnetié) had‘come out to

- the property and they took what we
call an inner_removal action. This-

,'is¢when they installed a wind screeh

or a protectlve screen. around the

fence. They also: put in a 51lk

- fence to prevent any led contalnmehta

soil from mov1ng off the property
J

And they- also seeded the property to

malntaln_led contamlnated so;ls'on

the property to make sure.nothihg_is

- blown off thegsite.into the

- In June 2009, EPA then came

back out to Port Richmond and we-had

h‘done/some offsite soil sampling in

v 39 West 37(h Street * New York Ncw York 10018
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properties. And we also conducted

"Kull is currently homed to the Moran-

" active tugboat facility. And you

" here (indicating); So when_we:did

o Page 10‘;
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the communities to determine whether | N
or not the led contaminated soil had

actually spread into the neighboring

surféce soil sémples’at the 2015
Richménleerrace'prbperty.

In October 2010, this past
vear, EPA then came back‘outvtoidé.
additional sampling at both |
properties, 2000 and 2015 Richmond -
Terrace to completé ouf
inveStigation; To determine the
extéhtAQf the led impacts to ao an
engineering evaluation for EECA;

‘That briﬁgs us;tovtoday, So
today the:2000 ﬁichmona Terraée(

property which sits here on.Kill Van

Towing Corporation which is‘an

'
4

could see from here, it's mostly

paved with a small unpaved area back

our surface soil sampling, it was an

Fink & Carney Reporting and Video bcrwcu
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area where it looked liked there was

deteriorating pigment or where soil

tends to collect from>the unpaVed-

area in the back;portion of the

property.

2000 to 2012 Rlchmond Terrace
ﬁere (1nd1cat1ng) is currently
owned by_the,Fafeta‘Realty'Company]
-andfit”is a‘vacant undeveloped ‘
barCelgofiland that ié not beiﬁg

used by the property owner today,

‘but when EPA first became involved

it was being used to store

construction equipment . and

materlals
- So what 1s this, EECA that you

keep:seelngwln the presentatlon and

why do we need it for thié éroperty?_‘

EPA. has characterized our removal

actions or our cleanup program. We

" have three ways ‘that we do removal
~dctions separate from the remedial
= ) .

program. We have emergency removal .

~

action. This is when we have a

i

Page 11
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ieléasé or a threat‘of a.ne1éase
that needé tovbe'éddressed or |
étdpped immediately. When we héve
tolcomé out to the.site.right away'
"to stop that release. We'have‘time
“Criticallreméval actions. Thig is
:when’we have a release or a threat
df_a:release and W¢_have a little
bit of time before we could take an
:onsite action, but we need to‘gét
’bﬁt there pretty quickly. "And then
-We have what is called an on time
critical removal action. “When EPA
condiicts an on time critical removai
action, this ié when we have six
:.months or lpnger before an onsite
_actidn haévto be started. Aﬁd,this
qlsé provides us the time to do a
public process.likg we're AOing‘
ﬂtoday,’whére we invite public -
comments and we invite the-public to

review and evaluate the cleanup

site. This:is\done in the

, : .options that we are looking for at a

Page 12

s

_ Fink & Carney Reporting and Video Services
39 West 37th Street * New York, New York 10018

(800) NYC-FINK * (212) 869-3063



10

11 ]

12

13

15

16

17 .

18

19

21

23

24

25.

T we went'through? Initially when we

Page

 PROCEEDING

engineering,evaluation,: Which must

" be completed for all our on time

¢ritical removal actions. So the

_EECA, the engineering evaluation

cost analysis, this is a written.
document that we have;a‘document for
site;hiStofy. . The investigationefﬂ

done at both properties are removal

alternatives and preferred

alternatives.

-So, what is ﬁhe,precess'that

‘determined that an on time critical

removal“aetioneieﬁfequired, we
de&eloQ what is:called'an
engineerihgeevaluation‘COSt analysis
approval'memorandum. Thls ig! the
very flrst step in the process where
we. document that a e}te is ellglble

for a removal action, that a cleanup

is needed. And we would then begin

to -- once we have the apQrOvale[

memorandum in place, we also

establish a public record. We have -

13"
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a ;epoéitory setup.‘ I'il go‘into
that in futuré'slides. And then we
draft the rengineering evéiﬁétion
cost analysis;"Once that

engineéring evaluation is complete,

we then have a public comment period .

where we open up a public commént
periba and invite the public to come
and review the document and then‘
provide us with théir comments or
quest%opé; _And;thaﬁfé_wheré:we are
at right how. Once the publiC"
comment period closes on April 17th,

we would then draft an action

"memorandum. And in this action

memorandum would be what. we call a

responsiveness summary. This is

‘where we take all the comments and

the questions that we received. We

.would then summarize them as.
responsiveness summary and attach it

to the action memorandum along with y

EPAs' answers. Once that action’

memorandum is in place, we would

" Fink & Carney Reporting and Video Services
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éRocéE\DING :
then‘take steps . to start-a cleannp
of‘the pnoperty.

In the engineering evaluation,
we have'threefdifferent parts; We
have an area‘the'executive summary
where we summatize'our ;emoVal

: \ .
action objectives.p These'are«our

cleanup'objectives'that we put in

‘place when we 1ssue a cleanup at the

sitel' We then develop our - removal

action alternative or cleanup
. optiOns and we would do a

’comparatlve analys1s for those

cleanup optlons and evaluate those

cleanup options. Then after we do

our comparative analysis.and

evaluation, we would then have what

is a preferred removal action T

alternative. "So EPA,would'recommend,

- what our preferred removal action is-

for this property.
So the EECA thattWas completed
for the Jewett Whlte Lead Site was

completed for a portiodn of the

]

Page
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Jewett White Lead Site. So it was
only done for the 2000, 2012
Richmond Terrace property, the
vacant parcel of land that sits on
'the corner oftPerk\AVénue and
Richmond Terrace.

‘Additional investigations-are
needed at tﬁe 2015 Richmond Terreoe
propertyft When weigad_gone out to
do our eoil sampling, we did collect

/ . some .samples beneath the paveﬁent.

We did find high led levels beneath
the pavement at that property But
we were unable to determlne or
unable to. fully characterize all of

the led 1mpacts at that 51te So we

still need to complete that before .

And a separatetehgineering
evalgation'may_be developed for that
property. And our fpturefsampling |
/ events will take place this year at
2015_Ricﬁmond Terrace property.

So during our investigation,

we move forward with the next steps.’

Page'16.;
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we would map out both properties
‘thet makeup the site{:theldewett
-White;Lead Site.durihg.the menth'of
.October, andAWe coilected{sbil
samtles from the surface all the way
Hdown to elther the water table or
’untll we reached the extent of the
.1ed contamination which is when we -
- found ledrbelow_SOO parts per-
million. &And I know in the past in
other &eetings that we had we
discuseed a'ceuple of different
,numbere'for led. 400vpaitS.per
ﬁillion would,be the one that we.
aiscussedHWhen we wefe doing the
i ) l offsite sampling in the cpmmuhity:
_Thattis a soii ecfeening level that/
‘we use for,residential propeitiesf
Sincelthis is an industtial ;
Zcommerqiel proherty} oﬁf cleanup
goal for this site'would be:

800 parts per million. When we did

monitoring on both properties- to

our investigation, we also installed -

Page
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determine whether or not we had any

ground water that was impacted by

- the very high concentrations of lead

that ‘we had at both properties. ' So

the average led concentration that
we have across the 2000, 2012

Richmond Terrace property is up here

(indicating).~ The one listed at the .

five-foot depth. These numbers are

ablittle bit misleéding and I1'11

. show youvin-the‘next Slidé‘whyh. The

led contamination that we found was
confined mostly to the upper three‘

and a half feet of soil on the 2000,

2012 Richmond Terrace property.’ The

ekception of a small area, Very Well
défine&.area.of>the;§outhwest‘COrner
of the property. What we found is
the led.éoncentratioh droppéd off

significantly below 100 parts per

million beneath the four-foot depth.

We did not see any ground water

impact on this property in the -

monitoring levels that we took.

Page 18
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So, this here is a sampling

‘ map at a fdur—foot depth of 2000

Richmond Terrace property.- The

green dots represent.soil sampling,

locations and led concentrations
thét aré‘below SbO parts'pér
mi;lion._‘The'red dots actually
repreéent lea iﬁpacts gréaéér.than
800 pérts péf million.  This is'thé
soﬁthwest'cornef I was.télking ébout

(in&idatihg).- And the

‘conCentrations of led'go as high as

74,000. I know ic‘s a bit hard to
see. But 74, OOO parts per million
to-aboutd42,000 parts per million

which divides up that average across

. ‘the entire site when you average

N

them all in together.
At the'five—foot'dépth this 1is

the area that is impacted. ‘Beneéth

this is a'six¥f66t depth. We then

would have green across the entire

site. We.wdﬁld_have led
- (‘ S .
concentrations beneath that

19
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800 parts per millionl
| 'So during the developﬁent of
EECA, our removal.action objéctiVes

were developed. And this is to

prevent or minimize the migration as
‘to how the substances are released

“at the site. Basically what that

minimize or reduce or stop- the

movémentfof'the led contaminated
soils off thé'property eifhéf into .
the ground water and the‘surrounding
community, the sediment or the
surface water aroﬁn@ the Kuil Van
Kull. N

Our next removal action

objective 1s to abate, minimize,

stabilize, mitiéate or  remove the
containments suchlthat any
unaccepﬁable risks are eliminated.
Basically:what that means is the
high céndéntration.if it poses an -
ﬁnacceptable risk to human or

ecofogical pOpulations that use that

Page 20\5
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51te that those rlsks would be .

-removed or redpced.' And then our

N

third removal action,objectlveils
to restore‘thé property to its
current ‘use. - |
Duringlthe'engineering
evaluation\we also developed'a-
etreamllned human health.risk"'\

evaluation and ecological risk

"'eValuation.' And what thls basically.

says is that both for humans or the

current receptor, which would be the

‘1ndustr1al or commerc1al worker

that led levels present 1n the
surface and the subsurface 50115
poses -an unacceptable rlek. and the

same- with the ecological evaluation

‘it'posses an unacceptable risk to

any kind of ecological populations

that may be using this site.

So.,. the removalvaction‘

: alternatives, the cleanup options

that we evaluated -- we have five of -

N

them. We then evaluated w1th the

Page 21
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‘removal action for up to 30 years if

-long term monitoring or maintenance

‘ ,.Page 22
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comparative analyéis against these
critéria. Effectiveﬁess: Can all
our removal optibns meét:the
objéctives? Is it protective of
humarn health‘in'the,enwironment? Is
it brotecti&e in the léng terﬁ.or is -
it progéctive in the short term?
Implementability, ‘is it feasible? .
Can we do it? Is it proven
technongY?'.Is the’equipmént'that‘
we afe gqing'to'use readily
available. And thén cost;-,This,is
the estimated conétructidn‘andA

operation maintenance cost for each ‘ .

is'réquired. So the alternatives
that we looked at,.the.cleanup
options, alternative one, this is a
no action.alternative. This is a
baéeline for combarison~for the.
other'four_altérnétives; And
basically this is whefe wé‘would

take no action. So no active

-~
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i

measures would be put in place to

éleanﬁp*the property. The property

would be left as is. The‘qnly thing -

“we would do is to implement a public

awareness program to make the public
and the commuﬁity aware that there

are<unacceptable or high lea"

- concentrations in the soil that may
pose a risk to the public. 2nd the

‘cost. for this removal action

altefnative is $10,050.
Alternative two: This is the
excavation and offsite treatment and .

N

disposal of the led contaminated

.soils. Under this’alternativefwe

would excavate the 'soil with the
higher led toncentrations‘above'the

800 parts per million. This would

, bebapproximately'4,200 cubic yards’

of soil.,’Thié would not réquire any
iong term-monitoring or maintenénce‘
and no administrative control. What -
that means is,We wouldn't have to - |

put any controls in place such as

39 We\l 37th Street * New York New York 10018
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make sure that this alternative is

for the movement of those .led

‘contaminated 50115 into the - o :

concentrations of led. The cost is

,50115 and we would place clean flll-

" led concentrations at depth. "This

Page 24
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soil management plan or restrictions.

or any other kind of controls to ' R

'

effective in the long term or is
beiﬁg-maintained . This cleanup

optlon will, ellmlnate the potentlal

community, and it would eliminate

the risk of contact‘with those high

5924,153. " And these‘eests are based
on éstimates. So, I know there are
exact figutes, but it's an estimated
cost.

Alternative three: .The‘eoil
cap or what we call-aﬁ earthing cap. : ‘ét
This is where-We would excavate the

top two feet of the contamlnated
or clean soil over top of the higher

would be eXcavating approximateiy

2,400 cubic yards of soil and ‘then

Al
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" backfilling with clean soil. We

elean eoil.' The cost.is_$644,076.
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'-wduld have to do some long term

monitoring and operation

‘maintenance. ‘We would have to

monitor-the-greund water to make'

sure that the‘higher eoncentrations

of led are notvimpacting the ground
water. . We would have toehaye some

. sort of controls in place to make

sure that this earthlng cap is being

.malntalned by the current property
“owner. The risk of contact w1th the
led contamination at depth is

. greatly reduced by covering it with

The fourth alternative we

.looked at is pavinglA This would be

where we would remove the top six

‘inches of seil to maintain the

~

existing grade. We wpuid then bring

in'asphait and put down an asphalt

.cover pver\the led contaminated

soils. So it's basically like

paving a‘parking'lote And. in the -

39 West 37th gtrecl ¥ Ncw York, New York 100 l 8
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long term we would be»réqﬁired to do

'some long term monitoring and some

maintenance. So we would have to

" onitor the grouﬁd water to make

sure that the led concentrations

that remain at depth are not

impacted in the ground water and we

would have to have some controls in

~ place to make sure thiS‘asphaltAcap

is being maintained. The risk of

 contact . is ‘reduced by capping that

- contaminated soil.'-The cost 1is

$354,711.
- And the final alternative that
we looked at is alternative five.

Immobilizafion. This is where we’

_wéuld take a concréte additive and

‘mix,it in with the top two feet of

soil to baéié;l}y harden ﬁnd bind
thetled SO iﬁ wouldbnot be readily
available or a&éiléble by contact.
It wouid not leach into the ground
water‘énd-it would pfeveﬁt_deepér

soils from being imbacted>by the

39 West 37th Street * New York, New York 10018
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soils at the top that are mixed with

this concrete additive. Since we

are leaving high'led-levelé in place

at depth, we would have to do some

long terﬁ‘monitoring‘and-wé'WouLd.
have some sort of controls in piace'
to make suré that this cap is being.
maintained in the'long Eerm) So
i;gé'protecniveiof:thé human heélth

and the environment. .And'the risk

 of contact with that-soil,&s greatly
,‘réduced by using this altefnative,

AAnd the cost. would be $279 315

So EPA then has chosen a

preferred removal action

dlternative. Our preferred cleanup

option:for_this propércy.is

. alternative two. The excavation and

offsite Ereaﬁment of the led
cOntaminatéd soils thatnexceed or
greatef than.SOd‘parts per;millién
of led. o .
,When we did‘our comparativé'

analysis and looked at it, we found
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that under effec;ivehess, the

poténtial'for the future movement of

those led contaminated soils from

the site we eliminated and we would

lremdvé the poténtial that people

wbuld‘gome in éontact with the
elevatéd levelé of led present in .
the deeper soils. If you rermember
§ome~of ;hé soils'aﬁ depth, I.think

it was a tWo—foot‘depth;gOvas high

_.as 100,000 parts per million.

"Implementability. This is an
easy aite;native to implement and
'that it uses a proven earth moving\
equipmeﬁt and techniques and
backhoés or.eXCavétofs'will be
readily availablé-and.no controls
wbuld.have to be‘put'iﬁ'place once
the remp&ai,action is initiated.
And as fof'gost,~while-thié

alternative has a higher cost than

the other alternatives, it is a

permanent action. It reguires no

long term oversight monitoring

28
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PROCEEDING -

maintenance to make sure that it's

effective or protective. And EPA

feels that.th;é added cost is worth

it for the extranbehefit-that we .

receive for the protectivéness of

human health 'in the environment.

So- now that this engineering

-evaluation is complete, what. are dur

next steps? Our public comment
periocd. Where We aré'at fight AOWu
That‘é why we are here today. 'bur
public_domment'period opened Qn 
Marchléth and it will ektend.to
vApril‘l7( 2011.  This eﬁgineering

~

evaluation is open for the public to

review it, to evaluate it and to

submit_their comments or'questions
to the EPA. We-rely’upon your input

to makeé. sure that we are hearing the

"concerns of communities when we -

select’ the effective removal dpﬁioﬁ-

or the cleanup option for this

' property. When we receive these

public comments, we are required to

29
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‘provide a written response to

significant.cbmﬁents which would be
included in the'agtion mémorahdums'~-
as an éttachment..

These comments could be
sﬁbmitted to‘mySelf'by e;mail,

through postal letter or today at

‘the public meeting. We have

proposed response actiori documents

on-each_of the tables. If ybu don't

want to writefthis down now, my
information,. and Whére'ybuhcan
submit yoﬁr chment$ ifvyou don'"t
want to speak to me tﬁhight, are -
right there on_ﬁhe back of Ehe |
doéumént. )
‘ ‘So ﬁPA has p;ovgded a
preferredvresponse action whiéh is
altérnativé two, the éxcavationband_
dispoéal of the led contaminated
ébils above 800 parts;pef miilion.
While this is our preférred response

action, this does not always mean

this will be the final ‘cleanup

sPage 30

Fink & Carney Reporﬁhg and Video Services

39 West 37th Street * New York, New York 10018 E (800) NYC-FIN

K * (212) 869-3063




10

11

12

13

14
15

16
17

18

19
20
”21

22

23,

24

25

PROCEEDING
action at this site. Since the

‘document'is open- for the public to
review and‘to‘comment,’anduwe will
be taking into consideretionvthosec;

_ comments when we select our action,
it néy cnange Whac,the removal
'ection'wiil be at the propertyl

So where is this EECA and how
could Ivreuiew it? We haVe'put the
engineering_eveiuetion on the -
’internetfat our EPA website. | So you'

_could rev1ew the document ‘in its

. entlrety. It's about 456 pages and
most.ofithac ieqcharts, logs and
semplings mape. |
| 1 gou candalso review a paper’

. copy at the Port'Richmond Branchiof,
the New‘York Publichibrary. We
have set up a repository there, iths
-part of’ the admlnlstratlve record
and the document 1s there for you to.
rev1ew ‘And we also have in theie

Superfund record center in our

Edison Office of the EPA. - L
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this will include responses to
‘significani comments that we receive
‘during this public comment period.

. And .this will be a part of the

in the public library at the Port
action memo with the response-
~anybody that doesn't want to speak

‘submit your comments either by

“e-mail or bY‘posfal mail. Wé

Page 32
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S0 how will‘the community know
which removal action We;acéually-
select for this_pfopéfty? We will

write an action memorandum which is

for what the cleanup action is going

to be at this property. And again

public record which will be included

Richménd Branch, and it will ;also be

available on the internet, the

summary attached. And again I'm

going to leave this up here for

up tonight. Here is where you could

encourage you to submit your

comments. That's why we're here

Fink & Camcy chomnv_ and Video Services
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. today. Thank_you.

MR. WILSON: Thank you, Kim.

‘Before wé go, to pubiic comments, we

Want-to giVe Ian Beilby from the New

%ork State Department of

 Environmental Conversation an

opportunity to comment on our. EECA.
and our actions.

MR. BEILBY: Thank you, sir.

i

As Eric has said a little bit

earlier I'm from the New York State
Deéaftment of Environmental
Conservation. /I*m'anAenvironmental
engineér. and the DEC has beenf
involved with ﬁhe site.sincé_'

June 2008 as well. . With the .

‘understanding that EPA has served as

the lead agency on the site, we

basically been fuhctioning in an
_advisory capacity regarding,statei
standards and~guidanbe'and.kindVof

‘treating it as if the state were

doing the cleénup and looking;out

'for,some*oflthose fegulations'that
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we have.

. To give you a'liptle more

detail, we“ve provided input on the

'plans to do the various

1nvest1gatlons that EPA Has‘

conducted ap the site and around the

site. We reviewed the environmental -

dapé that,has been‘generated from
those investigaﬁioné, And we have
participatéd‘iﬁ the development of
varioué'alternatives that Kim went

through in her preseéntation. And

thrdugh our involvement and all that

participation, the State'élso
believes that»ﬁhe'alternative ﬁumber
two, the alternative_that would
remove apprqximately 4,bQO;cubic
yvards of contaminatedlsoil frﬁm the

proberty_is‘phe best 'alternative and

~ the New York City DEC suppdrts that

’approach.n'And‘itES*ndc out of line

with what we would do if the state
were conducting this project.

Thanks' for giving me the
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opportunity. T wili be sticking
around 1f anyone wants to come. and
talk to me later, Thanks
 MS. AYALA: Thank you.
We'ré going to open up the
Vfloof. " Like I said earlier,vwhen‘
speaking-just‘say-your name so that
ithé stenographer could have itvon
reoofd, please. ‘b |
MR. KITTS: Charles Kitts.

Head of the Port Richmond
Improyement Association. There are
bushéﬁops there. 'And in this
Acommunity;bl think a lot nore'people
rely on publio tranéportationlthan
oﬁher_communities. ’You have people
thére; 'You havé'childfenlwaiting'
there. Chiidrén/waiting‘to'board,
they are playlng w1th the dirt.

What: could be done rlght now to do
'somethlng about that?. Move-the bus -
stops? Is that possible? And then
’the-otnet question I have is; people

usually ask me wnen will this be
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taken care of? Is there a timeline?

I saw a little timeline there. When

could we expect hopefully

-alternative two to happen? When

will that actually.take place?

MR. WILSON: Again, Eric

Wilson, with EPA. Thank you -for the

Questions;

Régérding the'buslstepé‘and“
the éUrrent status of the site, when
we first becamefaware thaé',; N

contaminates from the 2000 Richmond

- Terrace property could migfate off

site,  we oversaw an action taken by

' the property owner to stabilize that

site.

So yod’seg_that the site is
fenéedd The_soil is Vegetated,
Thére‘are wind scféens up. There
are'wafnihg éigné.' So, the site
cufrehtly,is'stable. dur pianﬂis_
now to Cleanup,that'siteL

So for your sécondVQuestion,

we are going to take our public =~
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-comments; We'll select the fésponse
action. And then we would expect to

start the cleanup later this year.

Thahk you.

' . MR. DMYTRYSZYN  Nick
Dmytryszyn env1ronmental englneerlng
to the borough pre51dent

Flrst_oﬁlall, on my boss
behalf wé‘are Qlad altérnétive,two.

is being looked at as a serious

loption. I‘think tHat for the

community in general to remove a

source compietely and to be able to

bring it to a level of non-led

contaminated industrial site is in

 the best.ihterest of everYbody.

We welcome that. . When you do

finally do that memorandum that

,,anything related to the work plan/
- what the community may see in terms

of truck traffic, et cetera, that

there be lines of communication
open. So that there aren't any

surprises or the fact that perhaps

39 West 37th Street-* Nuv York, New York 10018
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the ageﬁcies we have to deal with
may not be as familiar with some of -
the problems tha; the'commﬁnity'ddes
mention quite frequently“té the City
DOT, City DEP, State DOT on the
traffic, et‘ceﬁéfa. But, I'think
that'for.all tense and purposes to.
havé-tﬁat amount of'led'therévat
that site, turn it;intg,either a

paved parking lot, to .leave any

‘material there; peoplée need to

understand in essence if you leave .

-the material\there, you could never

build on it. You would always have
to be concerned that there will be
dépredation. It-just'will delay
having to dealeith the issue-truiy
as a-method of how to'get it out of

here. So that at least I'm pleased,

‘Iimfgrateful~thét that is‘ﬁhe'optiOn

~

that hopefully,will;become

finaliiedw'

Leading qp*to‘it'and what

you'fe going to do starting with it,
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‘'we would encourage a level of

communications and activity from us

to you so that we could‘get this

~done aebquickly as possible and as

smoothly as possible. And that any

-impacts-to any constituents and
residents would be minimized to .the
greatest. So for that we thank you

"and we hope that things go as

smoOthly-es yonr presentation;
MS. AYALA: Thank you, Nick.'
Anyone“elee? ' :
MS. éHERRY: ‘Virginia.Sherry
from Staten Island Advance

One quick questlon I w1ll turn

to: What precautions are taken to -

ensure that,when'the excavation is

_ belng done that led or led partlcles,
aren't reached into the surroundlng‘

‘area?

MS. STAIGER: If alternative

" two is the cleanup option that is-
‘selected as the final cleanup option

for this property, we would wet the
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50115 to make sure the soils are

damped so that there will not bé any

led dust generatedL~ We would,also

- take the same measures that we had
. taken in our past ihvestigation when

we were doing our test pit soil

sampling where we had air monitoring

‘equipment setﬁp on the site. It

would blink. Like 1if we generated

dust, it would blink to let us know

that .there was some dust being

generated. We were also sémpling.on-
.the perimeter, the perimeter air
<monitoring'samplihgfgoiﬁ§ on to make
*‘sure that none of that led

. contamination was actually moving

into the communityu' Thewpersanel ,

- that weére working on the site or

will be working on the site will
also be wearing personal air
monitoring pump§ to make sure that

they are not being exposed to any

-led contamination either.

‘MS. AYALA: Anybody else?

Page 40
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MR. DMYTRYSZYN: If I .could’
just add torwhat Kim was saying, if
anyone wants to'see levels of
constructioh aetiVitiee related to

contamination, just go down to the

'Brookfleld Landflll Remedlatlon in

which they are not excavatlng, but
they have to remove soil around.
There are air mohitoring stations,
around;_ There are truck washlng

Stations, there are dampenlng, there

are mistersr Trucks could walk up

‘and go around into the areas so that -;

1n_essencerwhat is on the_s1te‘stays
on the site. Does not ceme'through:
There are'ehough»constituents and
residents on the island that
Cdmplain abouﬁ the dust being
generated by.the truck traffic..
There is always a concern what is on

site should stay on site and 'not go
, -

offsite.

.So what Kim just explained 'is

~happening right now on the south

-39 West 37th Street * New York, NLW York lOOl8
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“shore. And I'll séy‘quiet frankly I

think there has been one‘complaint

in 14 months about'dust beihg

generated from that site.- So we're

'pleased~that;something~as basic as

just wetting d0wﬁ the'material,

taking care of it. Obviously if
ﬁhgre are heavy'raiﬁs; et~cet¢ra
they have their own actioniplansf

But it's not a high 1evel of

. sophistication for trying to

minimize soil- excavation and removal

~even if its contaminated.

MS. BIELSA: vKathléeh'Bieisa
from North Field LDC. I;just have a
questioﬁ.  The water side, the lot
that ‘is on the water side i's paved
right now. You said there wouid‘be

additionai testingf

-

' Is that part of this preferred“

treatment blan any -way or they're

going to be handled separately? You

.don't have a préferred'treatmenﬁ

~p1ah for that?
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MS. STAIGER: No. This
engineering evaluation was only done

for a portion-of Jewett White Lead

N .

Site. So it was onlyAdone for that -

triangular piece of property. . That

ohevacre:siteﬂ that 2000 Richmond

.. Terrace. We“did find'elevated led

y .

concentrations in the_eoil.at'the
2015 Richmond Terrace property. .
What wehdon'tfknow is that does it

extend to the nelghborlng

propertles? Does 1t go 1nto the

Kill Vaanull? Is it present’invthe

. sediments.

S6 we need to determine or.

fdlly delineate- or characterize the

led impact before we. could develop.

any kind of cleanup options.
MS. BIELSA: That was my next
question.

Whether it was in the water or

"not? There are no ongoing .
. ‘-' "’ N \ .
-documentation needed or controls

needed into the future once you. do
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something. I'm happy that you'are
taking the most aggressive treatment
it Seéms like as the‘preferred |
treatment plan. :But.beCaﬁse it's an

industrial site, the standard can be -

_é‘littleahighef, the 800 parts per

million versus 400 parts. per million
reéidential.‘ What if a generation

or two from now they decided to

-change.the.ZOHing. Would therefbe
any kind of a flag .on that property

. 1f the zoning does change?

MR. WILSON: There will always

‘be the records that EPA took an
‘action at the site and cleaned up
‘the 800. If a change in broperty

use 1s propodosed, then it would be

incumbent on the.property owner who
is-makiﬁg that change to do whateVer
additioﬁal ﬁeasurés is nedessafy.
MS. STAIGER: Just to add on
that, when we do our éxcavation, if
alternative two is the_selected

clean up action for this property,

Page 44 |
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when we do that excavation and

backfilling, before we backfill our -

eXcavation, we would be tékihg.

wqonfirmatory'samples'from the

bottom, from the base of those pits

to determiné what led concentrations

. N | . .' ) .
are that we are leaving in place.

. So-we would know whether or. not we

had anything above 800 or anything

, above 400 which is thefresidential
' screéning_level that we look at, but

‘below our 800_numbef for-this site. -

"~ MR. WILSON: That's another

good point. After we dig out 4,000
<cubic yardé,or so,'if that option 1is

"selected, we would also be

backfilling the clean £ill. So not

~only have we ‘dug it out, there is

'ciean.fill,'fourffoot of clean fill

in theré that peopie are building én
tép of it. 'Th¢-80d“parts 6f million
led is at depgh. It's not on'the’-
éurfé¢e where anybody would come

into contact with. So there is very

Fink & Carney Reporting and Video Services :
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little likelihood that even with a
chaﬁge in usé, there is.exposure to
thati

MS. THURMAN: Beryl Thurman.

I'm with the North Shore Waterfront

. Conservancy of-Staten-Islaﬁd} and we

are in favor of alternative two.

Because we strongly believe that we

canrot leave it to other-people in

the future to remember what has
taken place here. And td_be'as

cautious in the safety of the

' community. Things are easily

1

forgotten.

- So we believe very strongly

that alternative two is the best

"~ route to go. So that we don't have

to worry about ényone'be it
goverhmént or/the‘cbmmﬁnity doing
fﬁturé supervising or monitoring of
this'propefty; I méan it's too

easily forgotten what happens in’

‘places. And 3.0 years'Canfpass'very

quickly) ahd all of us that are

'Pége 46
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'sitting in this .room will either. be

gone or someplace else. So from
thisapoiht bn,-anyéné else who is
talking aiternative two is what we
wént,v Alternative tWo-is_what we
need and hothing else iS acceptable.
Thank youl_- | v |

MS. JOﬁNSON: ichristine
Johnson. ‘Reprééen:ing;council woman
Debbie Rose and alsoLI‘m here'with
our pwb staff‘members.

;Ms; Rose can't.bé hére-
tonigﬁt.,‘But.sHe3C1early wants_théi.

staff to be here'to listen to the

~community and fully understand and

appreciate the feelings of the

community in a matter:.as sensitive

1

.as this. And council woman-Rose

wants everyone to know that she is

sgpporting-altérnativé two. And the

cost effectiveness is clearly

without question, Seems‘to.be the

only solution that takes care of

" this particular site at the present
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" time and all futureAﬁimeé‘without

any continued risk from the sité of
the community;ongqing in the future
periodsvof_timét So very suppbftive
of alternative two. Very welcome to
iisten té the Commenﬂs from the
Community. And will be actively'

listening and watching as they move

»forward_on this project.

MS. AYALA: Thank you. Anyone
else?
MERCADO: Donvalo Mercado. I

thank you for the presentation.

- Thank you for offering that

alternative two which I am also in

favor of.,

My question as I made it
earlier is in terms of the cleaning
process.and in all of the other

people that should 'be involved while :

that is going on. ' Like for example,

public transportation, rerouting bus

lines and also the bus stops are

-right next to the areas. To

T o e T e
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official.fepxeséntdtivésitoday,:I
think it would be reall§ important
fhat‘yon quys couid help us to make
sure that all-of'ﬁhése other_people
that are,géing to be.Working witn
you when this cieanup pfocess |

happens are‘alSO at the table SO -we

could get helb to the people who are

walking arbund Qither ére
transbortedf Also not going to be .
trénspofted to other places where
people are walking in the area

waiting for the bus right next to

the cleaning site. Thbse are. the

basic concerns : I want to make sure

- our address in that process 1is in

o\

place.

MS. AYAL-A-' Thank you. .-
'-Ms; STAIGER: Once‘we have a
final bleanup'actlon‘selected)vwe ._ ' .
wiil be opening up communications
with theiDepartment'of o
Trénsbortation:for truck traffic or

whatever is required. We will also

39 Wcst 37th Street * New York, New York 10018
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be bpening_up comﬁunications'with
the MTA if needeah if we have to-'
~address the bus stops thét ére
prééent along Richmond Terrace or - o [
along Park Avenue_fof the cleahup ) : o
option ﬁhat is séleéted. ~ - |
MR. DOLSON: Ashly Dolson. I
wonder where the soil would be taken
aﬁd how it wouid;be tfeafed’if'you
do select op&ion two?
. MR. WILSON: We haven't'
- selected the chation yvet. It would
. go to alfégulated lanafill where iﬁ
woﬁld be treated in accordance -with
requlation. If thefé's.ledlthat
could leach out of it; it would be
treated first and then landfills
which is, you know, in a secured
location. Bﬁﬁ we have not yet
séléétedAa'locatibn'fbr that as we’
havé not selected what action we
wili take.
'MR. DOLSON: Presumably that

will be included in the final

Fink & Carney Repoiting and Video Services
39 West 37th Street * New. York, New York o018~ : (800) NYC-FINK *(212) 869-30063
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memOrandum?
MR. WILSON: That wouldn't be

included when we select a cleanup

‘action. We would do that after we

select the cleanup action when we
develop work plans for how the work
would be accomplished.

MS. KIM: Aileen Kim,

‘repreeéﬁting»Reverend'Terry Troia

from Project Hospitality, I would

just like toeechQieveryonevelse‘é K

_support for alternative two. - It

seems as if it is the most

comprehensive. And as an -

organization that serves many .of the

disenffanchise'population on Staten

Island, I think it is very important

‘to take this aggressive remedial

approach as well.

MS. AYALA: You guys could ask

questions too. You're free.

MR HERNANDEZ DaVld‘

Hérnandez from City CQuncil for

" Debbie Rose office.
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Could you elaborate on how the

site.is stéble now and_ that process
and the levels that are being kept
constant.. Exactly what is the

stabilization?

MS. STAIGER: Okay. What had

happehéd:in April 2009, we had goné
to the currénthroperty owner, the

Fedér'(phonetic)'Realty qoﬁpany, we
sﬁared with‘him our samﬁling results

showing that there were elevated

concentrations of led . surface soils .

and>depth. What we/bad was surface
soils 5,042 million which is much
highér than its 800 parts per
miliion that we're Qsing as_our

example right not.  So when we had

gone forward to him, we asked him to

implement this.. In our removal -
action, it was planting grass seed
. v | ’ '

on site. If you plant grass on the

“site it will hold the soils in

place. On site when the wind blows

through it wouldh't‘pickup any dust

Page 52
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that'could,thenhblow*into

neighboring properties. If you are

N

familiar with‘the prbperty,,there's
a train trestle there. Right behind

the property on the other side of
that elevated train line are

property owners. ' Theré is- a

neighborhood direétly'behind that
" site. " So we Weréuvery_much |

- concerned about those led

contaminated soils blowing onto

their.propérty. So that soil, that

grass éeed actually'hdlds'that soil
in place. And I've tried to come by

once or twice a month or if>someone

calls me and makes sure the grass is

growing tormakerure that the silk:

fence is in place around .the site.

If you go to the property from the
‘sideWalk,andJYOu'Il see beneath the

-wind screen -- the wind screen is

the green screen around the entire

\

fence. . The silk screen is actually

‘a black silk screen that is brobably‘
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about maybe ‘half high. And what
that prevents is aﬁy éoils.that are
fog site that aren't being held down
by Qrassf Ittprevents them‘from ‘
comingloffgthé site into the-storm,
water run-off. So it wouldn't be on
the éideWéiks. And during‘our
 previous samplingufhétfs When_We
wére;actually doing-improving or
‘digging or sampling, we had these
ai:'mbnitbring statioﬁs'setup and we
didn’£ detect .any led'concehtratiOns
above'——\it's'éalled NAAQS National
Ambient Air‘Quality Standards. So
. we didn‘t see any.led'contamination
coming from the site or ahy wind
blown dust containing led
concéntrations.that we were
conce;ﬁed that wouldvbe aboﬁe that
'NAAQ Standard.
' MR. HERNANDEZ:' How often do
you monitor?u _- |
MS. STAIGER: Well, if we

received complaints from the"
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community seying, you know, we're

étanding/here<on Richmond Terrace

and that w1nd screen is just

_flapplng in the w1nd we would then

i

come outﬂand take.a look‘and,confirm‘-
that itfs blowing in the hreezei
It”s'not beinglmainteihed, And.
centact.the_property'owner to

maiﬂtain the property.

My visits have ﬁaybe been
sevefei times. I have to go back to
llke my site log to look, but maybe‘
as frequent as_ence a month. |
Sometimes once every two or three
months to come out to make eure that
the site is'being etabilized;

MR. HERNANDEZ: Is it the
property‘OWner'sYresponsibility to
maintain thehstabilization?

MS. STAIGER: Yes.

. MS. THURMAN: Beryl Thurman.
In terms of the residehts that are
near that property, Park»Avenue and

whose properties abut.up against it -

55
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or on the Heberton Sidé'of it, will

those‘property dwners be able to

4_garden safely with their current

_soil condltlons or no?

MR. MADDALOVI: Mark

- Maddalovi. I have been out with

this community. We actually talked
about gardéning 

Now the offsite sampling,

nowhere in the north shore is it

- pPristine.  And generally led‘levels

run from 200 to 300 in Veterans Park

up to 500 to 600 everywhere else.
Now, I think and.I certainly
communicated at previous meetings

that gardening first is a good

' thing.” That we don't want to -

discourage it without sound reason.
Right now you arelgréwing the food.
Theré's<esthetic benefits of ‘
gafdening. 'You'fe saving some

money. So we are pro—gardening. We

iwant‘people to_do it safely. And as

the led levels rise, I think you

Page 56
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_have ‘to start to take some
. precautlons. . So, .I don't know what
'thevspecific levels are in those

properties.' We could go back. And

if they have. them,. then it would be
a'little‘bit more .informed, but:

generelly in the 500 to 1,000 fange,

"which is quite common for many of

"_the properties in this area, I would

begin to start taking some.

. precautions. Adding amending agents

like;phOSphate,’ A lot of

'fertilizer'_ You?also want fo be

thoughtful about the types of
Vegetables you" re_grow1ng.b.We know

that fruity vegetables take up very

little led. So grow your tomatoes,

grow your peppers, grow your
eggplants. - Stay away from root
vegetables like_potatqes and carrots

and leafy green vegetables, because

‘they take up a lot of led, and just

frankly it's hard to get ‘the dirt

Gff of them very effectively.
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-So you ¢ould do .that. The

next step, and I know it's

expensive, to have raised gardens.

We have been talklng w1th the

,Cornell Healthy Homes Exten51on

possibly about trylhg to work with

this commﬁnity to'provide, you know,.

clean soils for garden purposes. I

make no‘promises,‘but that's just

onevof the-avenues we're purSuing.

» That would.be the ultlmate thlng

,Certalnly if you have real high

~

‘levels like consistently over 1,000,

I would strongly recommend raised

beds. But in the 500 or so range, I

think>yeu just'need:to be careful
when you are‘gardening se yeuﬂre'hot
tfacking stuff‘in: 'Thaf's a
standard good housekeeping_pfactice.

That should be‘practiced under any

'event when you're gardenlng And

agaln I would just add that you add

fert;llzer to your s@;l; And I

‘would shy away from root vegetables

,Page
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{ 2 o or leafy green.vegétablésAand go
31 .  with y@fe fruity‘végeﬁables; I .
4 | S ﬁhiﬁk‘gardeniné can Qcéur in this
5 A T .community,_ i,don't want to |
6 ) discourage something that is éleérly
7 5 benéficial‘to puglic hea1thw |
8 . o MS. DELVARON:. Lena Delvaron
9 1. NérthvShore.Waterfront Conservancy.
10 " " o wWill ;hereibe educational brochures
11 | ': or hahdouts to communities. = . ‘—ﬂ -
“iZ . ’ 'éxéressing exactly whaf's gding'on';
. 13, with the ;;féject? What type of .
. 14& I 'cleanup'is going on ét.this-site as
15 4 -  well és thé tipé th@t you just
16 | ,v% mentibﬁéd about gafdehfng? .
17 | .~ - ;MS. AYALA: I could answer
.18> i | .thag. - |
19 ' ,. 'At'previous meetingé.we-gave
'20' : hénd@gtslof gardening, because it
.21 o © was ah.iésue, because,we‘éame like -
N | 22' ' o early last‘éﬁmmer or late Spfinéf
23 il 1 B alﬁast Summer and we proviaed éome
24 | ' handouts, jAnd; Kinm and I have -
': 25 ' ’ triedv.as much as possible, Eo be in - A
) o ~ Fink &.‘Carn_ey Reporting and Video.Ser;\;iccs _ o
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"visit with Beryl. We visit-the
, vou have any concerns or any

questions, feel free to call mé.

to have something_go out again, and

"discussing where we are at until the

N Page 60
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the cémmunity and to give you”fhe
information as soon’'as it becomes
publiéﬂ We're aroﬁnd at anyvgiyen
day. So it's not like 'something

comes out and we wait and then it

here. So any time<ahything~that is
happening, we come out. We go door

to door. We stop at businesses. We

reverend: And we also have a -

contact information. At any time

s

Call Kim. -We're available..
. . MS. DELVARON: I guess what

IT'm looking for is with the season

changing,'it.would probably be nice

thirig is resolved.
' MS. JOHNSON: Is there

literature;th&ﬁ ybu Héve[setup,with>
the»library?like,a'little area,whére
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people could just také'it out ana
take.it home?‘ | |

'Ms; AYALA: Wé'tried, but

they're not receptive to .it all the

time. It depends on who is working.

Somé people are glad to have the.
ihfo;ﬁation. Other people, you
know; becauge ---

MR. DMYTRYSZYN: The public

library is uanrtunately’an:

indépendent system. They have their

own nuisances. Their own «
personalities. What I would
.. probably suggest is -- I don't Know

whether or not .if any of thé,stdres
on Pért Richmond Avenue - maybe
someéhing Wi;h the LPC).something'in
the AdVancé perhaps could. be puﬁ '-

through, but in terms of like ydﬁ

- can't force the library to accept
' the;brochure;'-We'had that -issue

_ijtlatzthé St. George‘library that

many times has become controversial.

It's always been an issue. We

Page 61
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"always'try EQ think for'those that
.ddn't normally buy the newSpaber'or
.haVe the computer or an- internet,
. how do‘you‘get‘inforﬁétion across?
Do tﬁé? go to their churches? Do

they go to thelr rellglous

ST

organlzatlons? Do they go to a CYo?z
| MS. AYALA: Welre'w;ll;ng to
work with any_organizafion‘thét will
>give us a'little space .or has\a : .

‘table and_pfovide-whatever"/ ' } é
info;matiq? the coﬁmunity is. | l
interested at the time.

'MR. DMYTRYSZYN: May I suggest
ﬁhat if'the commﬁnity knows of any
eVents,iblock‘parties ér if the
religious institutions don't have a
problem with putting it in their ' R g
vestibule to have a tébley take ' : ,
advantage of Wanda br_Kim to say: |
hey, we need 40 brochures. on’
gardéning and 40, dfktheSe actions
'going on ﬁhere.‘,ThoSé institutions

doh't‘have them. -But let me tell

hnk & Camcy chortmo and Video Services
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-you for all the years I have been on
“the island, “one of the hardest -

things is how do you get information
i .

out to the commurity. The cost of
mailing has now become prohibited.

What do you do? How do you reach

out? TIt's always a problem. But we

are always open to any ‘suggestion.

‘Unfortunately the library -- you

can'6 even give it out at the .

school. T will tell you_right‘now

it depends on the principal. We try

to do something in Brookfield and

I'1l tell you that I was horrified
that one principal absolutely.

refused tb-give.anything to.the

students at the PTA. And that's -

‘strictly coming out from the

Department of Education kind of
directive. = |

N 'fSo eVery area is different.
You may havé.great Eeacheré. \;

always tell the EPA do it through

the kids. The kids are always the

”Page 63
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- best thing, Mommy, Daddy look here

at this or whoever it is at home
saying tﬂis ié what 1 got. This
could be-a éood way, buﬁ we kind of
rﬁn.out'of ideas. ,We‘tfuiy‘havé;

-
¢

.MS. STAIGER: Just to add to -

‘that. . We also have the fact sheets

that we generated in the past. They

should be.available on that EPA:

~website which is'up here.: And -if

they're not, I'Ill make sure that
they are put up on that website so
that they are available'to,ahyb@dy

who .has internet access. When we

‘put that action memorandum with the
responses of the summary attached to’
it into the administrative record,.I

will make sure that we .also include

any past and current fact sheets
A .

- that we pass out within the

community in the public record. And

that ‘administrative record is in the
New York Public Library. 1It's in a

binder. They had it in the back
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PROCEE;DING
whére they have other public recoxrds
“on other actioﬁs_thatfafe gaking\
place»on-the.iSIand. And it's right
on the corner'of Héberton and |
Bennett. - L .
MR, MADDALOVI:"My colleague
Julié:mentionea another heipful
gardening tip. So as long as.wé
have an audience heréaI think we
wili communicaté it;; And that 1is
_you shbuldn;t be gardening.aiong the
~drip line of your hone . ' That's
‘where the gutﬁers run along the
'pe:imetef or the fOOtprintﬂQf’é -
house. And thatfs'for two reasons;
because when it rains, wﬂatever led
is in the air geté‘picked.up and’
‘depps;ted‘oh the roofs_aﬁdfthenbit
runs‘dQWni And we:haveﬁalways found
 whatever levels we find'on:aA |
property, amqnglthé highesg‘aré
always around the drip»iine against>'
‘it, it's from what dfips from the

rain and also especially in ‘this -
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community there's a lot of older
ﬁomes which have eXteridr led base
paint and that would also contribute -
to higher levels‘aréuﬁd the
foundation of.tﬁe house. 'So if
yqu‘re plantiné youf gafden, tfy to
move it away from the foundétioh of’
the home. That's a really good .tip.
| MR. MAHLER: Chrisﬁopherv
Méhler;-_I'm not only an owﬁér of
the property:here in ﬁort Ri;hmond
afea, I'm also a real estatevagent
for Safari Realty. I'm d01ng a
canvassing'campaign, So 1f you have
-informa;ion'ﬁhét.yQu want, we're
"""" actually goihg door té‘doof knocking
on doors to giYe dﬁ;ubusiness
'iﬁﬁormation such ﬁhihgs as from
.Nofth Fiela LDC and now their
‘ upcomlng ‘home buylng memorandums and
"meetlngs, things like that.. So 1f
you need something,deliVeréd.in a
- four block or eight block gadius

around the site, please give copies
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to me. I‘mygoihg te’be doing that
1'start1ng March 21lst next -week
Monday.l If anybody else haS'
anything that they wantfto go into
the bag oﬁ_inforﬁation’about yoﬁr'
-Orgenizaﬁions, whatever, please>see
me efter_the.ﬁeeting. o
o ‘MS. AYALA: ’Thankeyeﬁ.
’ _AnythihQ»élse?» Commente?

MS. THURMAN: Is anyone
opposed‘ﬁo this in any way? Don't
‘be shy. |

MR MAHLER: One quick

queetion about the‘eost for.the
- different methods that you efe
L .
idoing{ where is'the money - coming-
from eo pa& for it?
Mé; MADDALOVI: Cohes fremvyou
and me. -
MR. WILSON: " The work that we
'have done,'the'investigatibﬁea»the:
eehgineering'eyalﬁations cose
eﬁaljeis,bfederal governmentAhaS'

paid~that money .
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When it comes to selectlng,

' afterﬂwe~select a response actien,

the cleanup action to be taken, we

will invite responsible parties.

- Those partieérresponsible’for the

contamination to conduct that work.

If they are unwilling, unable to do

" that work, then EPA will take on

that work with federal funds and we
will'seeAto recover those costs from
the responsibie partiee. i

MS. DELVARON: Lena Delvaron
from North Shore Waterfront.
Conservancy

Is there grant money avaliable
to help the'state. So the owner of
tne property that is.contaminatedf
will there be grant money made

avallable to help them do- the work?

MR. WILSON: You' re‘talklng

‘about the property owner»ét‘zooo
"Richmond Terrace or.are;you'talking

.about --

MS. DELVARON: In general. As
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part of this process.

MR. WILSON: No. There is no

-

~grant money available‘to other folks

to do this work or to do c¢cleanup.
MS. AYALA: Yes.

. MS. DAVIS: Debra Davis.,

4Concerned.citizen. I came to a
. meeting that YOu gave that was at

‘the school. I think it was --

MS. AYALA: Port Richmond High
or P.S. 207 - b

MS. DAVIS:.LPZS; 20. And you
passed outrsome ——:I think it was a
Power Point’Presentation which yOui
recorded the‘differeht led levels in-

two differeht“sites . And- from what

'I could understand Moran Tow1ng

.51te‘had vastly higher led 1evels

than\the'Sedutoﬁs site. :And I'm
just wonderlng what is the procedure
for'—— it sounds llke that 'S. been
put on'the back burner. |

'MS. STAIGER: Well, when we

had come out .to P;Sr 20 and we did
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our presentation on the offsite

'sampling, we also included the .

sampling that .we had done on the

Moran Towing property 2015 Richmond

Terrace. :The led levels we had at

the surface soils which was like --

we collected it from areas of the

asphalt paving that were

deteriorated where you see

significant potholes - or whether it

.was sample soil and from that one

unpaved area of the property. And
we alsoc collected it -- 1f you look

at' the property, there's a strip

»between the sidewalk and property

{ . .
itself where there's some vegetation

growiné.v Where it looked like there
was some soil that we could collect.

The average across the sﬁrféce of

Jjust that ig zero to thrée irches

across that site is actually a

thousandlparté per million. What we

' had seen at 2000 Richmond Terrace

the former Séduto's property, was
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+ 75,000 parts. So it was actually ('

five times higher atatherZOOO
Richmond Terrace | At the 2015

Rlchmond Terrace when we went back

.out in October of thlS yvear, we

found elevated‘levels of‘led "

comparable at depth to whatVWe had

.. found at the 2000 RichmOnd Terrace

property. So we are not leav1ng it

on the back burner. We w1ll be

coming back out to sample. " We w111‘,

be sampllng this year to determlne

'whetber or riot what kind of cleanup'

- would be %eeded‘for'that property.

MS. THURMAN: . And you'll keep

’

_uS»iﬁférmed?

_MS. STAIGER: Yes. ile will be

d01ng an actlon memo. When we do

'bthe action memo, we will do

something similar to what we've done
’ ’ et

in the past with the fax sheets

where we go out to the‘community and
; \ ’ . .
provide facts sheets of what cleanup

is selected. We will provide facts
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PROCEEDING
sheets on what actions or what led

levels peoplé may be exposed to»from

-other properties, yes.

MS. SLEDGE: Michelle Sledge

‘North Field Community LDC.

Just a questioh. ~As you

publish your materials and your

. documents and your fax sheets, are.

they publlshed blllngually like in
Spanish as well as Engllsh
MS. AYALA; Yés. Absolutely.
MS. SLEDGE: - Everything?

MS. AYALA: Yes. -

MR. GRILLO: Steve Grillo from’

the Staten Island Economic

Development Corporation.

The .question is .for funding

issues and then the involvement.

Especially with the state DC's

involvement .

Where does the City's OER

7

agency come into plans? ‘“Have you.

discussed aﬁything"with the office
- 3 ‘ .
of environmental mediation' regarding

— -
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“their ground,fiil'cleanﬁp’programs?

There is funding available through

that agency. I know they're trying -
,Eo_foSter their relationship at the

state level of the DEC. And‘they'dO‘

have active projects in remediation

or discuss remediation on Richmond
‘Terrace. Have you engaged them at

'all? and if not, I'll be more -than

happy to facilitate a meeting
beﬁween the two agencies if »
. \-. '

MR. WILSON: I'm sorry. Is.
that question directed to EPA or --

MR. GRILLO: Both parties.

1Obviously I'don't know if you're

familiar with the New York City OER,

Office of Environmental Remediation.

So they run a'large ground field

remedlatlon program with the Clty

They also. have fac111tated

relationships with the state wheh it

comes to cleanups and letters of

approval, etc.
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PROCEEDING
Have they been brought in at

all to discuss the property? - And if

not, have there been any discussions -

about grants through that agency?
If you say no, that's fine. Just

curiQus if you had any -relation with

. that agency.

MR. WILSON: We have been

coordinating activities with the
City of New York. And, you know

this. is a federal leédlsite»and‘the'

City recognizes that. So we're
taking the lead with the actions

here and we're keeping New York City

informed of what we are doing.

MS. SLEDGE: Michele Sledge.

" North Field_Community'LDC[

As most parties are aware;
Port Richmond is avground field
opportunity area, and so this is an
active fuﬁding process, an active '
engaged.proceSSIChroggh which ground

field opportunityawhére opportunity

is available. So it has multiple
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.sites of study,ﬁ/We‘wéuld look to.

actively engage this site as well

.

. within the existing site. Port ‘ ‘ »

'Richmond is-a ground opportunity. i

I'm saying this is one site. " This
is one site among many in the area
that is actively already being

studied for purposes of ground field

'opportunity. So therefore,‘Ifm
‘saying that‘there.is_an_opportunity:
to further develop and further

“explore this within the context of

either-sﬁate'fundingVOr'City bffice
of environmental temédiatibn.
There}s aiready a ?roject'én‘that
within Port Richmond and;Ménogs
Harbor .

Is thaﬁ-confusing?

MS. THURMAN: They're gping to.‘
cléan it up. Thié is a sUpér fund
cleaning.

MS. SLEDGE: The city éees

that. “I'm saying for everythlng

further along for other 51tes

9 West 37th Street * New York, New York 10018

Fink.& Carney Repomno and Vldeo Serviees,

(800) NYC- FII\K * (717) 869- 'i()(ﬂ



10

11

12

137

14

15

16

17

18 .

19

20

21

23
24

25

Page 76

PROCEEDING
hopefully become clean. Then there
m?yvbe opportunities to“do other
thihgs. | |
MS. THURMAN: You mean_éther
opportunities ‘to dévelgp.
-MS; SLEDGE: To developf

MS. THURMAN: Okay. I just

- want to get passed the two-year

part.

MS. SLEDGE: Exactly. I

_understand. At the federal level

with this being-desighéped,_there?s
alldt of work to be done there. We
didn't even éet to disﬁﬁss the site
as potential groﬁnd_field.

MR.‘WILSON: And the site ié a
privately éwned.site. .

MS;‘THURMAN:T Absolutely.

MR. WILSON: Use>of the site
is up- to the‘b;dperﬁy owner .

_ 5MS. AYALA - Anymorévquestions?

We wént\to thénk yéu_fgr being here
éonightﬂ' Please feel free. We have

some business cards. ' If you want to

O

s
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going to stick around for a little. .
while. Thankvyou so much for’
coming:

(Time noted: 8:21 p.m.)
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" CERTIFICATE

I, CHRISTINE CUTRONE, Shorthand Reporter
and thary Public within.and for tﬁe.Stape of .
New York, do‘hereby»staée:

That the'éoregding record of proceedings
is a full and correct transcript of the
éteﬁographic notes taken.by me therein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I.have hereunto set

my hand this 21st day of March, 2011..
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